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ABSTRACT OF THESIS

Safety in the Woods: Studying the Effectiveness of the Kentucky Master Logger Program
Logging is a dangerous field; in this study the researcher looks to see the knowledge both
before and after professional loggers participate in the Kentucky Master Logger Program.
This information was used to see the overall effectiveness of the Kentucky Master
Logger Program. The researcher found an overall improvement in logging professionals’
perceptions and understanding of logging safety. The researcher recommends creating an
emphasis on a safe work culture through safety incentives and a greater focus on less
used personal protective equipment such as insecticide.
Keywords: Logger Safety, Adult Education, Forestry Safety, Occupational Health and
Safety
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CHAPTER ONE INTRODUCTION
Logging is a dangerous career. Despite the technology and science improving
significantly in the fields of worker safety, logging still continues to be one of the most
dangerous professions in the world. In 2018, logging was considered the “most fatal
civilian occupation in the United States” (Scott et al., 2020 p.908). Logging fatalities in
2018 were 97.6 per 100,000 Full Time Equivalents (FTE), this is a high number when
compared to the rest of the United States, who’s fatality rate is 3.5 per 100,000 FTE
(Scott et al., 2020). This is an overall decrease from 2015’s 132.7 per 100,000 logger
FTE (Janocha & Hopler, 2018).
It is important to explore and research the logging industry because the profession
is an incredibly dangerous and taxing career. Loggers need to have a strong
understanding of the mechanics of tree felling, machinery operation, and spatial
awareness. Despite these skill requirements, the barrier to entry is incredibly small when
it comes to logging. If you want to log in a state like Kentucky, the only requirement is
one person in your crew has master logger certification (Kentucky Master Logger
Program, 2021). While this is great for crews that average at around 8 people. It can
become problematic when you are working with a crew of 20+ people on a site and the
Master Logger cannot watch every single employee and make sure employees are acting
in both an efficient and safe manner.
To this end, logging is a career where payment is based on the weight of logs
harvested. This means the more lumber a logger harvests the more they get paid.
(Mercker et al., 2012). Speed is incentivizing this dangerous safety culture. Safety culture
is the amount of emphasis an organization, such as a business, places on safety. Logging
1

crews in the Southeastern United States suffer from lack of consistent safety culture as
well as a language barrier. Hispanic workers often have higher injury rates than other
groups of agricultural workers including loggers (O’Neal et al., 2006).
Logger education is an issue. In such a highly skilled profession the fact that
training is inconsistent at best, and nonexistent at worse, is shameful. In the United
States, beyond the various Master Logger Programs, there are not many other options in
terms of professional development. To this end the states that do have education
programs show varying levels of success. For example, Helmkamp (2004) found safety
training and reflection in West Virginia led to safety improvements in the field
(Helmkamp et al. 2004). In stark contrast a study performed by Bell and Grushecky in
2006 found West Virginia Loggers who participated in a state-run safety initiative had no
significant decrease in workers’ compensation claims after the training was completed
(Bell & Grushecky, 2006).
As technology improves there has been a decrease in non-fatal logging-based
injuries. As non-fatal injuries have decreased there has been an overall increase in fatal
injuries in the world of logging (Scott et al., 2020). This means technology has helped to
improve safety but has actually created less understanding of the mechanics of logging.
While technology does improve safety, it can at times create a false sense of security and
without proper training and understanding can lead to more fatalities and less injuries
overall.
When it comes to injuries, logging can lead to two different types, both immediate
and long term. Immediate injuries such as fractures, sprains, and other musculoskeletal
damages are an area of concern within the logging world. Lagerstrom (2019) found that
2

48% of loggers in their study have had some form of musculoskeletal injuries throughout
their careers. Falling objects such as trees or limbs are major areas of risk. To avoid these
hazards, constant awareness, and proper training are required to help mitigate these risks.
Studies have shown safety measures and training can go a long way in the reduction of
risk-taking behavior and accidents (Bassaber et al., 2005).
Egan explains in Hazard in the Logging Woods (1996), despite technological
advances and improvements in the forestry industry, the area of concern in logger safety
is the human element. Egan goes on to explain how there has never been much in the way
of safety training and general understanding of safety within the logging profession
(Egan, 1996). While there has always been an interest in accident mitigation in forestry,
there have been significant strides in the last 20 or so years to try and improve the safety
of workers.
Some examples of these strides have been programs like the Kentucky Master
Logger Program. In this 3-day course loggers come to a professional development and
learn about proper forest management as well as safety techniques while in the field. This
program was so successful that in 1992, Kentucky required all logging sites to have one
master logger on site at all times (University of Kentucky Forestry, 2021). The logic
behind this change was to have someone who has participated in proper training as well
as knows the correct methods of safety when in the field. Despite this improvement,
issues still remain.
Logging as an industry suffers from being a complex and technical career. Being
a logger requires immense skill and ability to perform and operate safely. Despite this
logger education is lacking. The absence of formal teaching leads to accidents. This lines
3

up with the High Reliability Organization Theory (HRO). The HRO theory states
“workplace accidents occur because people who operate complex systems are often
insufficient in (understanding the) complexity or hazards” (Shufutinsky & Long, 2020,
pp.37-38).
HRO theory explains how those who work in dangerous fields and professions
often do not have the training and self-awareness to operate in a safe manner. Selfawareness in an occupational health and safety (OHS) setting means when a person is
working in their given field, they are aware not only of their behavior and actions but also
are able to reflect on their thoughts, as well as events which have transpired while on the
job (Shufutinsky & Long, 2017).
This theory goes against the more traditional approach many organizations have
taken. Traditionally companies have operated on the model of Behavior-Based Safety
(BBS). BBS exemplifies the idea of planting blame firmly on those who make mistakes.
BBS as a model creates issues for the worker because employees begin to be wary of
their coworkers and teammates. Instead of wanting to be safe for the sake of the
employees own personal wellbeing, the workers will be cautious on the job so as to not
be reported or lied about. Shufutinsky and Long explain how BBS programs and the
assignment of consequences affect culture by creating a mindset of mistrust, blame,
dishonesty, and a more reactionary safety culture in the workplace (Shufutinsky & Long,
2017).
What HRO does for the worker is create mindfulness in the workplace.
Mindfulness allows workers to not feel like the world is out to get them. With the theory
of HRO, workers can perform their tasks without fear of being attacked by their
4

coworkers. Employees can instead pay attention to their job and be cognizant of their
own personal performance, which includes being safe while at work. Shufutinsky and
Long (2017) believe that this type of behavior “can skew the environment away from a
negative and reactive BBS-rich culture and towards a proactive and improved safety
performance and an equal onus of safety programs.” (Shufutinsky & Long, 2017, p. 38)
With HRO as the framework for this study the researcher hopes to learn how
loggers who participate in the Kentucky Master Logger program view themselves before
and after their time in the study. This research is important because without proper
training and awareness, those in the logging field are at a greater risk of serious injury or
death. If a strong foundation of safety and understanding of the mechanics of logging is
created, this can possibly lead to mastery and more well-rounded professionals.
The purpose of this study is to examine the attitudes loggers who participate in
the Kentucky Master Logger Program and determine their views on safety both before
and after completion of the course. This research will give a better understanding of the
strengths as well as shortcomings of the Kentucky Master Logger program and offer
suggestions for ways the program as a whole can be improved. The goals of this quasiexperimental study are to determine the effectiveness of professional development on the
populations in the Kentucky Master Logger Program in regard to knowledge gain,
attained and retained.
If safety education is to be improved its strengths and shortcomings must be
understood. This can also benefit the field of Occupational Health and Safety and give a
more complete view of the field as well as help improve the quality of this education.
This research performed by educators, creates a unique position to not only examine
5

safety statistics but also critique the curriculum of the programs studied through this
research. Through this research those loggers as well as Occupational Health and Safety
professionals will have a better understanding of logger education and the areas that need
to be improved.
This research was guided by the following objectives:
1. Determine the safety knowledge of loggers before and after they participate in the
Kentucky Master Logger Program.
2. Determine the overall effectiveness of the safety training of the Kentucky Master
Logger Program. This will be done via a pre and post-survey given to the
participants.
3. Describe the overall impact that a Master Logger Program can have on
professionals in the field. This will be done via a post-post-survey sent a month
after the completion of the Master Logger Program
4. Describe the demographics of loggers who attend the Kentucky Master Logger
Program.

6

CHAPTER TWO LITERATURE REVIEW
Logging in the United States is a major industry that employees 94,570 people as
of August 19th, 2021 (IBS World, 2021). Sygnatur (1998) states in their paper “Logging
occupations are physically demanding, involving lifting, climbing, and other strenuous
activities in remote locations, frequently isolated from readily available medical services”
(p.1). Loggers around the world must everyday face the reality they can be injured or
killed by the timber being harvested. To this end, loggers typically are paid for high
production rates. This means the quicker a worker moves and cuts timber, the more they
get paid. From a financial standpoint this is excellent but what begins to happen is the
worker will forsake safety and security for a bigger paycheck (Mercker, Taylor 2012).
Logging accidents also occur, due to human behavior and this sort of “safety climate” can
lead to issues (Egan, 1996). A safety climate is the value an organization or workplace
places on being safe on the job.
In 1995, Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) was given more
regulatory power over logging standards and began inspecting logging sites across the
country to see how these professionals were performing in regard to the new rules. What
was found after visiting 189 logging sites were many infractions, with many of the
loggers feeling like the new laws were hurting their production and this would eventually
put them out of business. Despite this concern, logging in 2021 is still a strong and
thriving industry, with an estimated market size of $17 billion (IBS World, 2021). Those
loggers from 1995 had a poor climate of safety and with the OSHA changes the federal
government hoped to resolve these issues (Egan, 1998).

7

Neal, Griffin & Hart (2000) discuss in The Impact of Organizational Climate on
Safety Climate and Individual Behavior how an organizational climate can influence a
climate of safety. Essentially, they theorized if you create a climate of organization and
safety this will lead to a safer work environment. Based on Neal, Griffin & Hart’s study
of 525 workers they found their theory to be correct. This theory of Safety Performance
can be applied to logging (Neal et al., 2000).
Lagerstrom in Determinants of Safety Climate in the Professional Logging
Industry, a study that utilized 743 Montana loggers, found most supervisors in Montana
have a strong grasp and focus on safety management and priority (Lagerstrom et al.,
2019). Loggers do still tend to take chances and these risks can lead to issues such as
musculoskeletal injuries (MSS) and others. Lagerstrom and Rosecrance mention in The
Association Between Safety Climate and Musculoskeletal Symptoms in the U.S. Logging
Industry that workers who had MSS appeared to put less of a focus on safety and proper
procedure while on the job (Lagerstrom & Rosecrance, 2019).
Strained muscles, and broken bones are all serious concerns when working on a
logging crew (Lagerstrom et al., 2017). There is, however, an even larger risk, of course
referring to death. If a logger gets reckless or unlucky, they can very easily be killed
while on the job. Logging is considered one of the most dangerous fields in the world.
Between 1992 and 2000, 780 people were killed on logging sites in the United States
alone (Scott, 2004). Death and injury are major concerns in the field. Many loggers are
not properly trained. The new loggers get a job with a logging crew and are taught skills
on the job.
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While fine to learn from those more experienced than oneself, if you learn from
someone who practices unsafe but “efficient” techniques this can lead to serious
problems down the road. Lagerstrom (2017) discusses how in Montana and Idaho
“Inexperienced workers (<6 months experience) account for over 25% of (workers’
compensation) claims.” (p.9). These workers who had little to no previous training
wound up injured due to lack of proper understanding and knowledge of the dangers of
the logging industry. Uniform training is something the logging industry desperately
needs. Without this change, injuries and accidents will continue to be prevalent in the
industry. The purpose of this literature review is to shed light on the risks loggers take
daily and determine what is being done to reduce injury. Through this study the
researcher will also discover how effective training is in reducing the injury rates of
professional loggers.

Injuries
Injuries in the logging industry are a common occurrence. Logging is a high-risk,
high-reward venture that will often lead to some kind of injuries while in the field. In a
2017 study Lagerstrom and their colleagues, in a mixed methods review, examined
worker compensation claims as well as focus groups in Idaho and Montana to determine
the greatest areas of risk for injury for loggers in that region. The researchers discussed
despite machinery and equipment advances; logging still continues to be one of the most
dangerous professions. With the forestry occupational fatality rate sitting at 92 per
100,000 full-time equivalent (FTE) for 2014, this is exceptionally high when compared to
the 3.3 per 100,000 FTE for all industries. (Lagerstrom et al., 2017).
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Logger ages are also a factor when it comes to injuries, a study performed by
Milauskas, & Wang in West Virginia found the average age of licensed loggers was 47.8
years old. Milauskas, & Wang also found an average tenure of the loggers of 17.8 years.
Age brings experience, but it also slows the body down with time. This higher average
age of loggers could also be a reason for more injuries and fatalities in logging
(Milauskas & Wang, 2006).
Injuries on a logging operation are not only an issue in the United States. In
Sweden many loggers and foresters work on privately owned property, whereas much of
the United States forests are logged on public lands. In Swedish forests the owners
themselves must report and identify any injuries that takes place. What was found is the
highest number of injuries were from chainsaws which ranged between 16-29% of
injuries, with 7% of the Swedish Work Authority Registry being from private forestry
companies working in these forests (Lindroos et al., 2010).
Similarly, New Zealand suffers from high injuries on logging sites, with 30% of
all injuries being from tree fellers. Bentley, and colleagues (2005) studied 351 felling
injuries and discovered the most common risks were being struck in the head by falling
debris or equipment (Bentley et al., 2005). Rosenstock, OSHA and NIOSH (National
Institute for Occupational Safety and Health) discuss in Preventing Injuries and Deaths
of Loggers that an important concept loggers need to grasp is to take the time to examine
a tree for loose limbs or objects that could fall on the feller as the tree is brought down.
This simple recommendation could save many lives and prevent injuries (Rosenstock,
1995.)
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Lagerstrom and the team found despite new technologies being employed in the
logging industry, loggers continued to have one of the highest death rates in the country.
As the researcher further examined the data, Lagerstrom found there were some
differences in death rates depending on the position the logger is currently filling.
Lagerstrom found machine operators had a fatality rate of 48.5 per 100,000, whereas
general laborers such as fellers, chockers, limbers and other more direct positions had a
fatality rate of 371.8 per 100,000 (Lagerstrom et al., 2017). This is a significant disparity
between these two positions and Lagerstrom looked to validate this data. Lagerstrom
(2019) found Montana loggers who operated chainsaws to fell trees were more likely to
develop and have MSS symptoms, when compared to loggers who operated mechanical
logging equipment (Lagerstrom, 2019).
In a different study focused on southern logging practices and safety Conway and
colleagues found in a focus group scenario logging professionals believed mechanization
or using machinery to assist with the clearing of timber, helped reduce safety risks for
loggers. The smaller fatality rate found by Lagerstrom does support this focus group’s
claim (Conway et al., 2017). Another study examined injury rates by comparing
mechanized West Virginia logging companies’ injury rates versus those who still used
manual tree felling. In the study, Bell found that as the 11 companies they studied switch
from manual felling to a feller buncher (a machine that lets someone drive through a
forest and cut down trees and is protected by a cab) the injury rates in the groups went
from a 19.4 injuries per 100 workers down to 5.2 injuries per 100 workers. This is a
significant decrease in injury thanks to new technologies being employed (Bell, 2002). A
study from Sweden also backs this claim of mechanization reducing injuries. Axelsson
11

(2013) found that based on injury report data there was an overall reduction of injuries
when mechanization was introduced to Swiss loggers.
Lagerstrom looked through workers’ compensation claims in the mixed-methods
study of demographic data, such as age, position, and experience in the field. What they
found was 25% of all claims were from inexperienced loggers. The most common injury
placed in the claims being that of “struck by injuries” (such as being hit by a limb or log
for example) at 51.3% of all claims (Lagerstrom et al., 2017).
As a part of the research being conducted, Lagerstrom hosted a focus group to
discuss the concerns of professionals in the field. The age range of these sixty-three
loggers was early 20s to 60+ years. The professionals brought in to discuss safety were
loggers, truck drivers, operators, mechanics, and owners of operations. Each logger had
their own opinions on what should and should not be considered dangerous. There were
similar themes with each worker’s concerns. In a similar study forestry truck drivers
safety concerns were also a major topic in the interviews. Logging truckers were typically
in as much danger as loggers, due to their cargo being hard to haul (Koirala et al., 2017).
Topics like safety culture, personal protective equipment (PPE), leadership, situational
awareness, and training were all areas the workers believed could be improved and
worked on to help reduce on-the-job risks. The workers also believed technologies like
personal GPS could be used to locate someone after an injury and ensure workers are safe
(Lagerstrom et al., 2017).
On the subject of GPS and Injuries in Human Factors Affecting Logging Injury
Incidents in Idaho and the Potential for Real-Time Location-Sharing Technology to
Improve Safety Newman (2018) and their colleagues researched logging hazards and
12

perceptions and looked for scenarios could be prevented when using location sharing
technology. Newman’s team first identified 75 loggers to interview for their research.
These loggers were strategically chosen, with the primary criteria being that the
professionals had participated in the Idaho Logger Education to Advance Program
(LEAP) between the years 2004-2015. The reason for the variation is it allowed the
researchers to see a wide range of opinions. This training allows loggers in Idaho to gain
professional accreditation in the field.
Newman and their colleagues surveyed loggers, regarding general information
about age, logging system, location type, and the number of employees in the company.
The survey asked about education as well. Respondents were also asked about the use of
location sharing technology as a method of accident mitigation. Respondents overall
agreed tree manual fellers were in the most dangerous position in the logging industry. A
tree feller is someone who works directly under the tree trying to cut it down, typically
with a chainsaw. This position has a lot of risk for not only trees falling on the logger but
being hit with limbs, heavy equipment, and losing their footing. The loggers also felt that
equipment operators were in a safer position than those who traditionally worked as
manual fellers and similar positions (Newman et al., 2018).
When asked about the use of GPS in the field, some of the supervisors
interviewed were concerned about the distractions such devices could cause. There was
also a worry about the overall cost of using GPS in the field. Most of the contractors and
workers, despite the concerns, saw value in the implementation of this technology as a
way to avoid injuries as well as to help improve overall awareness of the loggers
(Newman et al., 2018).
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As previously stated, logging in the United States is a major industry that
employees 94,570 people as of August 16th, 2021. Despite these numbers it is an industry
in a slight decline (IBIS World, 2021). One would think as the industry begins to decline
in workers and companies the number of injuries overall would decrease. While in some
states this could be the case, it is the exact opposite in Alaska. Springer found in Workrelated injuries in the Alaska logging industry, 1991-2014 that despite Alaskan logging
company numbers being in decline, as of 2005 there was an uptick in fatal injury rates in
these companies (Springer et al., 2017). One possible cause of this uptick could be due to
less companies existing but still having large amounts of land needing to be logged. With
less manpower, loggers might feel rushed to move on from one job to the other or work
longer hours.
Logging injuries and exposures have many facets that are wide and varied. MSS
(Musculoskeletal) injuries and falling objects are not the only risks loggers face,
exposures to toxic diesel fumes can lead to respiratory health problems in the future. Kim
and colleagues (2017) discuss diesel fume exposure and what was discovered was excess
exposure can lead to allergic reactions, irritation of the mouth and throat as well as
pulmonary disease and lung cancer (Kim et al. 2017). Kim discusses fume exposure is
not something that is exclusive to machine operators. He mentions how tree fellers in a
valley can actually be exposed to the fumes as they settle on the ground, this creates even
more evidence for the dangers a tree feller faces (Kim et al., 2017). Logging is fraught
with peril. Everyday professionals go out into the field risking life and limb in order to
acquire timber for the world. It begs the question what technology is being employed in
the field to monitor and protect loggers?
14

Technology
Technology in logging is something that is constantly being examined and
modified. Modern advancements have not only created new pieces of safety equipment,
but they have also helped improve our understanding of why and how injuries happen.
One such example is Arnold and Parmigiani’s (2015) where the researchers had someone
saw logs with a chainsaw equipped with accelerometers and gyroscopes. The intent was
to have the logger work with both electric and gasoline powered chainsaws and examine
the cause, speed and how common a kickback was on these saws. Chainsaw kickback is
when someone cuts a log (or any object) with a chainsaw and the tip of the bar (where the
chain is) gets stuck in the log. The chain will build up force and fling the bar upward or
downward at approximately 300-1000 rotations a second (Arnold & Parmigiani, 2015).
When this bar contacts the operator, it can cause serious injuries.
Arnold and Parmigiani (2015) looked to discover how fast kickbacks can occur
and use the information gleaned to help create stronger kickback control systems (Arnold
& Parmigiani, 2015). In an ideologically related study George and colleagues (2008)
looked to create a device that can sense the proximity of the person or object it is cutting
nearby. George et al. (2008) looked to create a sort of electrical field for the saw. If the
saw remains within the field, it will work and operate normally. If the saw is knocked out
of the field by a kickback, or other incident, the saw will deactivate. If it contacts the
user, it can prevent, or at the very least, reduce an injury (George, et al., 2008). George
and colleague’s study combined with Arnold and Parmigiani’s study show advancements
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in technology and understanding are being made to help improve logger safety and
reduce injury rates. Though some earlier research mentions personal protection can lead
to a false sense of safety and cause more accidents, even if they do not cause injury.
While a device like the one created by George, Zangl, and Bretterklieber has
many potential benefits to the professional, they can also lead to more reckless behavior.
Klen (1997), in Personal Protectors and Working Behavior of Loggers, discusses the
concept of loggers who have proper safety equipment acting more recklessly because
they feel safe. Two studies show loggers in safety gear feel safer but are also more likely
to end up in an accident, or at the very least an incident that would have led to an injury
had they not been wearing proper safety equipment. Klen discusses how accidents would
increase “3-5.5 fold if all the cases prevented by the protectors had been injurious.”
(Klen, 1997, p. 89). There have been other suggestions to help improve logger awareness
without the loggers being equipped with as much protective equipment, technologies
such as Geofences have the potential to increase overall equipment and spatial awareness
while in the field.
A Geofence is a service used to create a virtual boundary on a GPS based map.
This allows supervisors to create boundaries to help keep those the fence is tracking in
the proper area (White, 2017). This can be applied to logging in a myriad of ways.
Zimbelman (2017) studied the use of geofencing in the protection of loggers, as a way to
help prevent and reduce injury and fatality. A geofence is a device that allows you to
mark a perimeter on a satellite map. Workers or those that live inside the perimeter have
trackers on their vehicles or on their person (if an employee) and if they leave the area the
supervisor is notified. Zimbelman’s theory was to set up mobile geofences around
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workers or pieces of equipment. If that fence is broken the supervisor and worker would
be notified. Zimbelman states “Real-Time positioning has the potential to improve
communication and situational awareness.” (p. 13) If the technology is applied correctly a
broken geofence on a logging site would be able to tell the worker they have broken the
perimeter of either the site or the machinery and this could prevent equipment-based
injuries as well as going out of the allotted logging property (Zimbelman et al., 2017).
This was not the last study on location sharing either. As time and technology improves
so does the idea of using location sharing.
Wempe, (2019) in Intent to Adopt Location Sharing for Logging Safety
Applications, discusses the ideas of location sharing (LS) and its ability to be used “off
the grid” in remote sites where technology and cellular service is limited. Thanks to
modern satellite and tracking technology loggers can employ LS to help create more
situational awareness in the forests. Wempe surveyed loggers and asked their intent to
use and have access to LS services on the job. This quantitative study had 331 surveys
and found the loggers in Idaho seemed likely to employ LS devices to help improve their
situational and spatial awareness (Wempe et al., 2019).
Robotic technology is also being experimented with in New Zealand and other
countries. These technologies such as remote access robots are being developed with the
idea of keeping the loggers away from the trees and hazards that could crush them.
Technology like this has already seen some success in mining operations. The success
automation has had in mining is due to the fairly stationary nature of machinery. In a
mine, equipment typically does not have to deal with hills, large acres of land and the
like. However, companies like John Deere have begun developing smart technology that
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can be used on their loaders and boom arms to help improve safety and give loggers an
overall stronger control over their surroundings while in the field (Parker et al., 2016).
Technology is not just being used for logger safety. It is also being used to help
create databases and categorize injuries and fatalities that happen in the field. One such
example is how Scott et al. (2017) attempted to create a non-fatal agricultural logging
injury database. The reason behind this was that fatalities are easy to track and compile
whereas nonfatal injuries are much harder to keep track of due to the Health Insurance
Portability and Accountability Act (HIPPA). Scott and colleagues focused on New
Hampshire and Maine, and overall found 1585 injury reports. After scouring through
records, they were able to compile a basic database for agricultural and logging injuries.
This is a great example of how technology is being used not only to prevent injuries but
to also study them (Scott et al., 2017).

Training
Logging as a profession requires immense skill even when just employing basic
tools such as saws or axes (Magagnotti, et al., 2021). Workers must often understand not
only the mechanics of felling trees but also the nuances of how the trees fall. When in the
field a skilled logger must understand their surroundings. Similarly, to the pilot of a
plane, if there is a single small lapse in judgement the consequences can lead to a
significant injury or fatality (Magagnotti et al., 2021). Despite these similarities in both
skill and ability, pilots are given intensive training in order to perform their job safely and
effectively. This is in steep contrast to loggers who have never had any form of consistent
and mandated training program (Magagnotti et al., 2021).
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Occupational Health and Safety Training (OHST) is relevant to every field where
workers are active and doing physical work. The goal of OHST is to teach workers the
proper precautions to both safely and effectively perform their jobs. In a systematic
review of 10 databases, Robson (2012) wanted to determine the effectiveness of OHST
and how it can benefit workers in various fields. What they found was after looking
through 22 studies that ranged from 1997-2007 workers “knowledge, attitudes and
beliefs, behaviors and health” all seemed to benefit from the OHST they received. This is
a promising finding and helps to back up the idea with proper training workers can be
protected (Robson et al., 2012). While many industries have an “industry standard” for
OHS, logging suffers from a fragmented and highly varied forms of training.
There have been attempts to better understand accidents and injuries in logging.
Young and Guess (2002) did research to better understand data from harvesting and
accidents in an attempt to create a strategy to help mitigate logger injuries. What they
discovered after looking through 508 worker injuries, 55% of non-fatal casualties were
from chainsaws, and Mondays are the most common days for incidents to occur. They
recommend in lieu of federal management of logger training, companies should create
training programs to help teach and create a strong culture of safety on the job (Young &
Guess, 2002).
Haworth (2007) goes into greater detail on logger education programs (LEP) in
Assessment of Logger Education Programs and Programming across the United States.
The researcher discusses how LEP’s are incredibly varied in the United States and how
each state has its own way to approach the subject of logger education. Haworth also
discusses how quality instructors are an obstacle to overcome when trying to teach logger
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safety. Another issue is many owners of companies or work sites take these training
programs. While this is fine in theory, many of these supervisor types are not always on
site. This combined with logger training taking on average 10 hours a year, hurts the
overall profit of the professionals who work in the field as well as the owner’s bottom
line (Haworth et al., 2007).
While proper training can give loggers an edge in protecting themselves from
injury, there are other problems which can cause injury and claim rates to continue being
a concern. One such example is derived from a high turnover rate. Raymond (2014)
found companies that have excellent training, but a high turnover rate still run into issues
with their workers being hurt on the job (Raymond, 2014).
As we have seen training in the logging industry is a wide and varied area of
study. Some regions require no training whereas some states such as Kentucky require at
least one certified master logger on each logging crew (University of Kentucky, 2020).
This requirement was added after the great success the Master Logger Program had
during its initial few years of being available. In a 1996 study by Reeb, it was determined
of the 120 participants who completed the Kentucky Master Logger Program 113 were
willing to come back for more training. This showed there was a demand for a program
(Reeb, 1996).

Kentucky Master Logger
The Kentucky Master Logger certification is a course where loggers spend three
days learning about entrepreneurship, safety when handling equipment, environmental
stewardship and handling of logs and equipment. The program is offered once a month,
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with the structure of the Kentucky Master Logger Program having a focus on lecture,
though the website does state “field activities that require minimal physical ability
(mainly hiking in forested areas) are a part of the program when possible” (Kentucky
Master Logger Program, 2021). The Kentucky Master Logger Course 3-day training is
formatted by day. Day one consists of water quality laws and regulations, as well as
OSHA regulations, standards, and finally timber trespassing. Day two consists of best
management practices (BPM). Last day three consists of chainsaw safety and directional
felling.
The requirement for each crew to employ at least one master logger was added in
the year 2000 after studies and research on the University of Kentucky’s training program
were conducted. Training is something loggers seem to want more of. One example of a
study of the loggers’ opinions was Loggers’ Views on Training after Attending a ThreeDay Educational Program by Reeb. In this quantitative study, surveys were given out to
120 loggers after they had completed the Kentucky Master Logger program. What was
found is the loggers were both receptive to the training they received and wanted more of
it (Reeb, 1996). Similarly, in Maine researchers found loggers wanted more in-depth
training, especially for new loggers (Townsend & Benjamin 2012).
Kentucky is not the only state with a Master Logger Program. Tennessee also has
a course with similar concepts. The Tennessee Master Logger Program is a 5-day training
program where workers learn safety, ecology, forest management, first aid and business
management. These loggers are better equipped with knowledge of their field as well as a
strong understanding of what is required to operate a safe and secure logging operation.
This program appears to be more in-depth than Kentucky’s but shows other states are
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attempting and willing to try and create a form of formal logger safety training
(Clatterbuck & Hopper, 2003).
In Minnesota, research has been done to see how loggers feel about certification
programs akin to Tennessee’s and Kentucky’s Master Logger Programs. Kilgore (2007)
conducted 230 surveys and found loggers as a whole were in favor of certification
programs, so long as it does not cause problems with their workflow. The Montana
Logger Association has worked to create initiatives to improve both safety and
environmental stewardship. Many loggers want changes to be made for their own safety
(Heffernan, 1996). The loggers in Minnesota are also interested in monitoring to help
keep them accountable as well as safe on the job site (Kilgore et al., 2007). This
resonates a lot with what loggers have said about Kentucky and Tennessee’s programs
and could lead to more Master Logger programs across the country.
Virginia also employees a program similar to Master Logger Certification. One
such program is the Sustainable Harvesting And Research Professional (SHARP) Logger
Program. The SHARP Logger Program takes logging professionals through three 6-hour
courses which discuss sustainability, harvest planning, safety, and water quality. Similar
to the previous programs in order for a logger to keep their certification they must
complete 12 hours of continuing education every three years (Scott et al. 2012).
Technology has also been used to help improve training. Berumen-Flucker (2019)
found supervisors who were trained in safety when using mobile tablets had a significant
increase in their knowledge gained. The study employed a non-random sample with 31
participants. The way the study was performed is Berumen-Flucker and her colleagues
showed relevant and current statistics about logger casualties. By attempting to examine
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recent events in the field the researchers strove to show the supervisors these types of
accidents happen regularly, and they can be avoided/mitigated with proper training. The
supervisors were found to have a better understanding of what being safe entails when on
a logging site. What was determined is with proper and relevant content mobile devices,
can be of benefit to logger safety training (Berumen-Flucker et al. 2019).
As mentioned in the beginning logger training is varied and diverse. There is not a
lot of consistency. Several studies have examined this concept. One such study which
was conducted by Montorsellia et.al (2010) had 4 different logging crews work a piece of
land, 3 were trained on the job and only one had proper training. The results of the study
were the researchers noticed the logging crew with proper training was significantly safer
when on the job than the other crews (Montorsellia, et al., 2010).
Often times videos can be a resource educators and researchers will employ in an
attempt to help teach safety. Studies in West Virginia have had loggers sit through and
work with a safety module in which they took a pre-module survey and then participated
in watching a video. The video contained several real-life dangerous scenarios loggers
have found themselves in. Once the loggers finished the video, they had a discussion,
field safety training and then took a post training survey. Six months later, the 1,197
professionals were contacted over the phone and asked if they had made any changes in
their working habits. 21% of the workers responded and 75% of those respondents said
they would not take more risk for more profit. Many of the loggers in the study said they
related with those loggers in the video. This means there is quite a large mental shift in
terms of safety if the proper information is presented (Helmkamp et al., 2004).
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A more unique approach to training and occupational safety understanding is the
Felling Game (Yovi, Yamada 2015). This program was developed for Indonesian
loggers. After an initial survey logging supervisors and operators were allowed to play
the game. The game combined with a readily available safety manual went a long way in
improving the loggers knowledge of safety. Researchers found a 24% increase in
occupation health and safety knowledge by the workers. In the age of technology
programs like the Felling Game could go a long way to help improve logger knowledge
and understanding (Yovi & Yamada 2015).
Another similar study was performed in West Virginia, where researchers
examined how effective a logger training program was in reducing injuries. In this study
the researchers looked through 460 companies with 88 enrolled in the West Virginia
Logger Training program. They identified no significant decrease in injuries when
comparing those who participated in the training when compared to those who did
participate (Bell & Grushecky 2006). This could show flaws in logger training in the
United States and Canada. Several other studies seemed to back up this claim of training
being ineffective in reducing accidents. McLeod and colleagues (2015) found despite tree
fellers having previous safety training and certification it did not decrease the injury rates
for those with the certification (McLeod et al., 2015.).
Language barrier can also be an issue for loggers. O’Neal (2007) studied Spanish
speaking employees on logging operations. The researcher and colleagues tried to see
what percentage of the logging workforce speaks only Spanish and see how the training
process is for them. The researchers attempted to assess the training and recommend
strategies to improve on the process. It was discovered 10% of the Spanish speaking
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workers had no formal training, and 85% believed they worked safely. What was also
discovered is many sites only had one bilingual worker on their crews. They found
training for Hispanic populations is lacking and could use some improvement (O’Neal et
al., 2007). In a similar study Wilmsen et al. (2015) found many Latin American workers
were given lesser wages than American workers. This study also found that many of
these workers were not being properly protected by the United States Labor laws, due to
their “low positioning in social structures” (Wilmsen et al., 2015 p. 315).

Theory
The theoretical lens used for this study is the High Reliability Organization
Theory (HRO). HRO theory explains how professionals are often insufficiently trained in
their given field. Lack of training can lead to mistakes and injuries due to the complexity
of the work they are performing. In essence if you are not trained to properly perform
your job you will make mistakes and can lead to you or someone else getting hurt. The
HRO theory acts to create an environment of safety and security for the employees where
safety and training are emphasized. As opposed to the more traditional workplace safety
guidelines of me versus them, where an environment of hostility and espionage when it
comes to mistakes is the norm. In contrast when applying HRO employees are
encouraged to work together to try and improve their safety and understand that safety is
important for all of their sakes (Shufutinsky & Long, 2017).
Some examples of organizations that apply the HRO theory are air traffic control,
electricity companies and the United States Navy carrier groups. These traditionally high25

risk professions have used HRO theory to create highly trained workers who understand
their positions, as well as help each other to create safe and effective work environments.
These work environments were discovered in by the Berkley Group in the 1990’s and
found that despite being high risk positions these organizations were “doing far better
than expected” (Bourrier, 20122 p. 1). This led to a deeper inspection of their operations.
Upon further inspection researchers noted the HRO systems in place (Bourrier, 2011).
After the discovery of these HRO systems, researchers had a baseline for the theory and
allowed it to grow and prosper in new areas, such as hospitals.
Tamuz and Harrison (2006) examined how HRO could be applied to hospitals and
the safety of the staff and patients. The researchers surmised that creating a HRO type of
culture can help workers at hospitals have a better understanding of their work as well as
make it easier to identify and recognize where things went wrong when a mistake is
made. Tamuz and Harrison also noted that “they (the hospitals) learn how to improve
patient safety, not only from analyzing mishaps, but also studying the organizational
consequences of implementing safety measures” (Tamuz & Michael, 2006 p. 1654).

Conclusion
In conclusion, logging is a multifaceted field with many dangers and worker
concepts that lead to the safety climates discussed in these articles. While research
appears to be booming in the field, many of the researchers look at the same concepts,
such as safety training and the immediate recollection of said training after a course.
What needs to be examined is how loggers act in the field after the training is complete.
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Several articles found in this literature review discuss how training programs in some
areas typically do not lead to any form of accident reduction in the field.
More research could potentially give researchers the ability to learn why loggers
do not use safety methods in the field as often as they should. AlibuzuUrionabarrentetxea and colleagues in their literature review on logger safety recommend
a creation of new and improved safety initiatives and training so as to create a more
modern and quality training program within the field (Alibuzu-Urionabarrentetxea et al.,
2013).
After looking through many articles and examining the effectiveness of training
on loggers, the author finds logger training, while improving, is still lacking in the field
and research should really be focusing on the loggers who are working and less on focus
groups and surveys. Actions can differ in a real life setting when compared to a
classroom. Qualitative research and field observation could be the key to discovering the
disconnect between training and accidents. Legislation could also be a strong tool to help
improve training. With national requirements it will allow all workers to be on equal
footing when they join a logging crew.
The goal of this study is to first, determine the safety knowledge of Kentucky
loggers before they take the Kentucky Master Logger program. Second, to examine and
determine how effective the Master Logger Program’s training is in regard to safety
education. Third, discuss and describe the impact that the Master Logger Program has on
the professionals who participate in it and its overall impact on the field of logging.
Results for both of these tests will be measured with applied statistics.
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CHAPTER THREE METHODS
Problem Statement
As previously stated, logging is a dangerous career. Those who work in logging
are under constant pressure to both work quickly and work efficiently. In the logging
industry, time is money. Logging is considered one of the most dangerous professions in
the world. The required efficiency and speed of work, are all reasons to study this field
and its training practices. Loggers are required to have a strong understanding of the
mechanics of their craft. Areas like tree felling, operating equipment, and an
understanding of surroundings are all critical skills these professionals must possess.
Despite requiring these skills, the barrier to entry is almost non-existent. If you want to
log in a state like Kentucky, the only requirement is that one person in your crew has
master logger certification (Kentucky Master Logger Program, 2021). This requirement
creates a level of training that is assumed to be on each logging site, however in order to
understand its effectiveness and successes this study is being performed.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to first, determine the safety knowledge of Kentucky
loggers before they take the Kentucky Master Logger program. Second, to examine and
determine how effective the Master Logger Program’s training is in regard to safety
education. Third, discuss and describe the impact the Master Logger Program has on the
professionals who participate in it and its overall impact on the field of logging. Results
for both tests will be measured with applied statistics.
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Research Objectives
This study is guided by the following research objectives.
1. Determine the safety knowledge of loggers before and after they participate in the
Kentucky Master Logger Program.
2. Determine the overall effectiveness of the safety training of the Kentucky Master
Logger Program. This will be done via a pre and post-survey given to the
participants.
3. Describe the overall impact that a Master Logger Program can have on
professionals in the field. This will be done via a post-post-survey sent a month
after the completion of the Master Logger Program
4. Describe the demographics of the loggers who attend the Kentucky Master
Logger Program.

Type of Research
The purpose of this quasi-experimental study is to determine the effectiveness of
professional development on the participants in the Kentucky Master Logger Program
regarding knowledge gained, attained, and retained. This study warrants the quasiexperimental design because we are looking at the before and aftereffects of participants
views on safety while in the field. Participants completed a survey before and after
participating in the Kentucky Master Logger Program. Participants completed an initial
pre-survey, as well as a post-survey and a post-post-survey one month after they finished
the Kentucky Master Logger Program. The goal of this research was to understand the
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effectiveness of the Kentucky Master Logger Program and see if/how it modifies the
behavior of the participants when participants are working in the field.
The Kentucky Master Logger Program is a 3-day professional development
program in which participants learn about safety and proper techniques when logging.
Upon completion of this course, participants gain Master Logger Certification. This
professional development course is conducted by a joint effort between the University of
Kentucky, the Kentucky Division of Forestry, and the Kentucky Forest Industries
Association. This is both a credential and legal requirement in Kentucky. Each logging
crew must have at least one Master Logger on the crew, this helps to ensure proper safety
and environmental stewardship techniques are employed while in the field.

Population and Sampling
The populations for this study were taken from two Kentucky towns. These towns
were Elizabethtown and London, Kentucky. Elizabethtown is in Central Kentucky and
London is in Southeastern Kentucky. This gave the researchers the chance to add more
variety to the study and increase the number of participants.
The two biggest limitations on this study were time and population. Getting an
exemption from the IRB was a challenge at best, and the study was unable to be approved
until December 2021, after all of the 2021 Master Logger Programs had concluded. The
research was not able to be conducted until February of 2022 for the Elizabethtown
program and March of 2022 for London.
The second limitation of this study was the number of participants. Both the
Elizabethtown and London Master Logger Program’s had well over 25 participants.
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Elizabethtown had a large portion who agreed to fill out the survey. The loggers in the
London Master Logger Program, were less than interested in assisting in the study. This
significantly hindered our final numbers.

Instrumentation
The survey employed in this study was a modified version of the instrument Kim
and colleagues used in their study on logging safety and mechanization (Kim et al.,
2017). This survey had a strong foundation with small changes made to suit our needs.
The modified instrument consisted of 29 questions. 13 questions utilized a 5-point LikertType Scale questions. There were six open-ended questions to allow participants to share
comments or concerns. Three questions consisted of demographics information.
Recruitment was done with logging professionals who attended the Kentucky
Master Logger Program in February and March of 2022. Professionals who agreed to
participate were given a pre-survey before they attended the safety section of the course,
as well as a post-survey once the course was completed. Some participants also agreed to
have an anonymous Qualtrics post-post-survey emailed to them a month later. The
purpose of the post-post-survey was to gauge the continued impact of the Kentucky
Master Logger Program.
The survey itself was used to determine if any areas where safe work behaviors
were lacking (such as wearing personal protective equipment). The instrument itself was
broken down into four distinct areas. These areas included: 1) career/work experience; 2)
illness/injury; 3) PPE use; and 4) demographics. The instrument asked participants
questions about their experiences. These included seven career questions, 12 injury
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questions, ten PPE Questions, and four demographic questions. Most questions on the
survey were check boxes. These boxes had various options depending on the question,
one example was the position the logger filled while on the job, this question had eight
options consisting of areas such as loader, owner, foreman, etc. Questions referring to
PPE however, used a 5-point Likert-Type Scale. The scale ranged from one-five, with
one meaning the PPE was “Not Important at all” and five meaning “Very Important.”
The instrument can be found in the Appendix.

Data Collection
Data was collected after the University of Kentucky’s Institutional Review Board
(IRB) gave approval. This board oversees human participants used in research. The IRB
approval can be found in the Appendix 1. The first round of pre-survey data was
collected on February 8th in Elizabethtown, Kentucky with the post-survey being
administered on February 10th. The second round of pre-survey data was conducted in
London, Kentucky on March 1st; with the post being completed on March 3rd. Both
location’s pre and post-surveys were done on paper. The post-post-survey utilized a
Qualtrix survey. This survey was the delivered via an email link.
The first post-post-survey was administered via an email sent on March 7th, 2022.
The second post-post-survey was administered via email on April 1st, 2022. These
surveys were sent with a cover letter and recruitment email. The format of this
recruitment script and online survey was taken from Surveys The Tailored Design
Method by Don Dillman and colleagues. This guide assisted in formatting and creating
appropriate and eloquent recruitment tools (Dillman et al., 2014).
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Data Analysis
Data was analyzed via SPSS version 28. This software allowed the researcher to
determine the mean, median, frequency and standard deviation of the data that was
received, as well allow the researchers to draw conclusions. Data was considered viable
as long as the participant correctly filled out the survey. Some questions had invalid
answers such as multiple answers on questions that did not say “select all that apply”
these questions were thrown out as invalid data, due to the participant not following the
instructions. Findings will be discussed in Chapter 4.
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CHAPTER FOUR RESULTS
Problem Statement
Logging is a dangerous career. Logging is a career requires its professionals to
constantly be aware of not only their physical status, but also their spatial surroundings.
This constant need to be aware of the world around you is further compounded by an
industry that emphasizes speed and efficiency to make a profit. Loggers are required to
have a strong understanding of the mechanics of their craft. Besides spatial awareness
they must be able to work in areas like tree felling, and operating equipment. Despite
requiring this skill, the barrier to entry is almost non-existent. The only requirement for
loggers in the state of Kentucky is for one individual on the crew to have their Kentucky
Master Logger Certification (Kentucky Master Logger Program, 2021). This requirement
creates a level of training is assumed to be on each logging site, however, to understand
its effectiveness and successes this study is being performed.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to first, determine the safety knowledge of Kentucky
loggers before they take the Kentucky Master Logger program. Second, to examine and
determine how effective the Master Logger Program’s training is in regard to safety
education. Third, discuss and describe the impact that the Master Logger Program has on
the professionals who participate in it and its overall impact on the field of logging.
Results for both tests will be measured with applied statistics.
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Research Objectives
This study is guided by the following objectives.
1. Determine the safety knowledge of loggers before and after they participate in the
Kentucky Master Logger Program.
2. Determine the overall effectiveness of the safety training of the Kentucky Master
Logger Program. This will be done via a pre and post-survey given to the
participants.
3. Describe the overall impact that a Master Logger Program can have on
professionals in the field. This will be done via a post-post-survey sent a month
after the completion of the Master Logger Program
4. Describe the demographics of the loggers who attend the Kentucky Master
Logger Program.

Responses
The data collected from the survey was used to determine the participants,
logging experience, emphasis on using PPE, injuries on the job, and demographics. The
data was collected using three surveys. A pre-survey, a post-survey, and a post-postsurvey. The pre-survey was administered before the participants participated in the
Kentucky Master Logger Program. The post-survey was administered after the
completion of the three-day Master Logger course, and the post-post-survey was
administered one month post completion of the course.
A total of 16 out of the 61 participants in the Kentucky Master Logger Program
participated in the pre-survey, which was a 26% response rate. 10 out of the 61
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participants participated in the post-survey, which was a 16% response rate. Three out of
the 61 participants participated in the post-post-survey which was a 4.9% response rate.
Each survey was identical, with the only difference being the pre and post-surveys were
administered on paper and the post-post-surveys were administered via Qualtrics.
There was a 38.46% drop in responses between the pre and post-survey, this was
further compounded through the post-post-survey which had a 69.38% drop between it
and the post-survey.

Results by Objective
Objective One: Experience
The goal of the first objective of this thesis is to determine the knowledge of
loggers who participated in the Kentucky Master Logger Program. This was done via
questions 4 and 6 in the survey which asked how many years the individual had been a
logger as well as how much time, on average they spent in the field working.

Table 4.1
Descriptive statistics for experience, Time as a logger and Time spent in the field
N

Mean

SD

Time as a logger

15

13.13

12.01

Time spent in field

15

6.4

3.14

Valid N

15

Table 4.1 shows the experience information and time spent in the field by the
populations that participated in the study. This table shows the number of participants,
the mean, and the standard deviation. For the first question on table 4.1, respondents were
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asked how many years and months they had worked on a logging operation. The mean
for the experience portion was 13.13 years, with a standard deviation of 12.01 years.
For question number two which asked the participants how many hours they spent
in the field on a typical workday. The mean for the pre-survey was 6.4 hours, with the
maximum time spent being 14 hours with a minimum of 2 hours, with a standard
deviation of 3.13 hours. With the general work experience discussed, loggers were asked
if they had any prior safety training before participating in the Kentucky Master Logger
Program. These results are shown below in table 4.2.
Table 4.2
What logging safety training have you received in the past?
Number of Past Safety
Trainings received

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative Percent

0 Trainings Received

1

6.3

6.3

1 Trainings Received

6

37.5

43.8

2 Trainings Received

5

31.3

75.0

3 Trainings Received

3

18.8

93.8

4 Trainings Received

0

0

93.8

5 Trainings Received

1

6.3

100.0

Total Trainings Received

16

100.0

For table 4.2 in the pre-survey, 93.7% of the 16 participants had completed at
least some form of safety training, with only 1 respondent or 6.3% of responses having
no prior safety training. 37.5% of participants had completed at least one prior training,
with 31.3% having completed two training courses, with these two sets of data making up
68.7% of the responses in the pre-survey.
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Table 4.3 discusses the use of safety incentives on the loggers’ crew. Examples of
safety incentives include extra days off, bonuses, and other crew benefits. Safety
incentives are typically used to try and motivate workers to be safe while on the job.
Table 4.3
Safety Incentives

No Answer
Yes
No
Unsure
Total

Frequency
1
2
10
3
16

Percent
6.3
12.5
62.5
18.8
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
6.3
18.8
81.3
100.0

Table 4.3 discusses whether participants were offered safety incentives while
working on a logging crew. Of the 16 participants, 6.3 % chose not to answer, 18.8%
were unsure if incentives were offered, 62.5% were not offered incentives and 12.5%
were offered safety incentives.
Tables 4.4 and 4.5 show us professionals’ opinions on reporting injuries to
supervisors before and after the Kentucky Master Logger Program. Both tables were
presented in this data set to show changes from the pre-survey to the post-survey.
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Table 4.4
Is it good to report injuries? Pre-Survey

Yes
No
Unsure
Total

Frequency
7
7
2
16

Percent
43.8
43.8
12.5
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
43.8
87.5
100.0

Table 4.5
Is it good to report injuries? Post-Survey

No Answer
Yes
No
Unsure
Total

Frequency
1
5
3
1
10

Percent
10.0
50.0
30.0
10.0
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
10.0
60.0
90.0
100.0

Table 4.4 and 4.5 show us if it is good to report injures. For the pre-survey, 12.5%
of participants stated they were unsure if it was good to report injures. 43.8% agreed that
it was not good to report injuries, and 43.8% agreed it was good to report injuries. For the
post-survey, 10% were unsure if it was good to report injuries, this was a 20% decrease
from the pre to post survey. 30% believed it was not good to report, this was 31.5%
decrease from the pre to post-survey. 50% believed they should report injuries, this is
14.15% increase from the pre and post-survey.
Table 4.6 discusses how many body parts were injured. The range of parts injured
was between zero and more than two parts injured.
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Table 4.6
Body parts injured
Number of Body Parts Injured Frequency
0 Body Parts Injured
8
1 Body Part Injured
7
2 Body Parts Injured
1
More than 2 Body Parts Injured
0
Total
16

Percent
50.0
43.8
6.3
0
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
50.0
93.8
100.0
100.0

Table 4.6 discusses the number of body parts injured while loggers were on the
job. Of the 16 participants 6.3% of loggers had two or more body parts injured, 43.8%
had one body part injured and 50% had zero body parts injured.
Table 4.7 discusses if the participants sought medical care for their injuries.
Medical care could include visiting a doctor, nurse, or physician’s assistant.
Table 4.7
Did you receive medical care?

No Answer
Yes
No
Total

Frequency
7
2
7
16

Percent
43.8
12.5
43.8
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
43.8
56.3
100.0

Table 4.7 discusses whether logging professionals had sought medical care for
their injuries. Of the 16 participants, 43.8% of respondents did not seek treatment for
injuries and 12.5% did seek care.
Table 4.8 shows if the injury was caused by an object. An object could be
considered falling debris a piece of equipment such as chainsaws, feller-bunchers and
other similar objects.
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Table 4.8
Was injured by an Object
Frequency
No Answer
7
Yes
3
No
6
Total
16

Percent
43.8
18.8
37.5
100.0

Cumulative Percent
43.8
62.5
100.0

Table 4.8 discusses whether respondents were injured by an object such as falling
debris. Of the 16 participants 37.5% of respondents did not get injured by and object, and
18.8% did get hurt by an object.
Table 4.9 discusses if the injury was reported to workers’ compensation.
Workers’ compensation claims include both those claims which were or were not
accepted.
Table 4.9
Was the injury reported to workers’ compensation?
Yes
No
Total

Frequency
7
9
16

Percent
43.8
56.3
100.0

Valid Percent
43.8
56.3
100.0

Cumulative Percent
43.8
100.0

Table 4.9 asked if those who were injured reported their incidents to workers’
compensation. For this question 56.3% of respondents did not report their injuries to
workers’ compensation, and 43.8% did report their injuries.

Objective Two: Overall Effectiveness
Objective 2 discusses the overall effectiveness of the Kentucky Master Logger
Program. Each table shown will discuss loggers’ opinions on being safe while working,
as well as show their views on Personal Protective Equipment (PPE) both before and
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after the program. Tables 4.9 and 4.10 discuss how safe loggers feel they are in the field,
both before and after their three-day Kentucky Master Logger Program. The question
itself asked “How would you describe the relative safety of your job using a scale of onefive. This was done with a Likert-Type Scale.
Table 4.10
Safety Pre-Survey
Extremely Unsafe
Somewhat Unsafe
Moderately Safe
Somewhat Safe
Extremely Safe
Total

Frequency
0
1
3
6
6
16

Percent
0
6.3
18.8
37.5
37.5
100.0

Frequency
0
1
3
4
2
10

Percent
0
10.0
30.0
40.0
20.0
100.0

Table 4.11
Safety Post-Survey
Extremely Unsafe
Somewhat Unsafe
Moderately Safe
Somewhat Safe
Extremely Safe
Total

Cumulative
Percent
0
6.3
25.0
62.5
100

Cumulative
Percent
0
10
40
80
100

Table 4.10 and 4.11 discuss loggers’ relative safety while on the job in both the
pre and post-survey. For the pre-survey in table 4.10 we learn most professionals would
consider themselves as either safe or extremely safe. 37.5% of loggers considered
themselves somewhat safe. 37.5% of loggers considered themselves extremely safe.
18.8% of loggers believe they were moderately safe, and 6.3% believed they were
somewhat unsafe. Table 4.11 which shows data for the post-survey, 20% of loggers think
they are extremely safe, this is a 46.66% decrease from the pre-survey. 40% believe they
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are somewhat safe this is a 6.67% increase from the pre-survey. 30% think they are
moderately safe; this is a 59.57% increase from the pre-survey. Last 10% are somewhat
unsafe, this is a 58.7% increase from the pre-survey.
Tables 4.12 and 4.13 asked loggers if they believe minor accidents are a normal
part of their job? Minor accidents were defined as slips, short falls, falling debris, sprains,
minor cuts/abrasions. Table 4.12 covers opinions on the pre-survey before the
professionals had started the Kentucky Master Logger Program. and Table 4.13 displays
the opinions of the post-survey after the completion of the Kentucky Master Logger
Program.
Table 4.12
Minor Accidents Normal Pre-Survey
Strongly Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Moderately Agree
Somewhat Agree
Strongly Agree
Total

Frequency
2
4
1
5
4
16

Percent
12.5
25.0
6.3
31.3
25.0
100.0

Table 4.13
Minor Accidents Normal Post-Survey
Strongly Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Moderately Agree
Moderately Agree
Strongly Agree
Total

Frequency
2
2
0
5
1
10

Percent
20.0
20.0
0
50.0
10.0
100.0
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Cumulative
Percent
12.5
37.5
43.8
75
100

Cumulative
Percent
20.0
40.0
40.0
90.0
100.0

Tables 4.12 and 4.13 refer to the minor incidents for loggers and if the
participants would consider them normal. For the pre-survey, 25% of participants
strongly agree they are normal, 31.3% believe they are normal, 6.3% moderately agree,
25% somewhat disagree and 12.5% strongly disagree they are normal. For the postsurvey 10% strongly agree that minor injuries are normal this was a 60% decrease from
the pre-survey. 50% moderately agree, this was a 59.74% increase from the pre-survey.
20% somewhat disagree that injuries are not normal, this was a 20% decrease from the
pre-survey. 20% strongly disagree minor injuries are normal; this is a 60% increase from
the pre-survey.
Tables 4.14 and 4.15 discuss the use of general Personal Protective Equipment
(PPE) by loggers. Table 4.14 discusses loggers’ perceptions of PPE and its importance
before the Kentucky Master Logger Program. Table 4.15 discusses loggers’ perceptions
of PPE and its importance after the Kentucky Master Logger Program.
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Table 4.14
PPE Pre-Survey
Not at all Important
Somewhat Unimportant
Moderately Important
Somewhat Important
Very Important
Total

Frequency
0
1
8
0
7
16

Percent
0
6.3
50.0
0
43.8
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
0
6.3
50.0
0
43.8
100.0

Frequency
0
0
3
0
7
10

Percent
0
0
30.0
0
70.0
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
0
0
30.0
30.0
70.0
100.0

Table 4.15
PPE Post-Survey
Not at all Important
Somewhat Unimportant
Moderately Important
Somewhat Important
Very Important
Total

Tables 4.14 and 4.15 discuss the use of personal protective equipment (PPE) . For
the pre-survey, 93.8% believed PPE was either moderately important (50% of responses),
or very important (43.8% of responses), whereas 6.3% believe it was somewhat
unimportant. For the Post-survey, 100% believed that PPE was important in some
capacity. 30% believed PPE to be moderately important, this was 40% decrease from the
pre-survey. 70% believed PPE to be very important, this was a 59.81% increase from the
pre-survey.
Tables 4.16 and 4.17 discuss the use of hardhats by loggers. Table 4.16 discusses
loggers’ perceptions of hardhats and their importance before the Kentucky Master Logger
Program. Table 4.17 discusses loggers’ perceptions of hardhats and their importance after
the Kentucky Master Logger Program.
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Table 4.16
Hardhats Pre-Survey
Not at all Important
Somewhat Unimportant
Moderately Important
Somewhat Important
Very Important
Total

Frequency
0
1
6
1
8
16

Percent
0
6.3
37.5
6.3
50.0
100.0

Table 4.17
Hardhats Post-Survey
Not at all Important
Somewhat Unimportant
Moderately Important
Somewhat Important
Very Important
Total

Frequency
0
0
3
0
7
10

Percent
0
0
30.0
0
70.0
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
0
6.3
43.8
50.0
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
0
0
30.0
30.0
100.0

Table 4.16 and 4.17 show data for hardhats in the pre and post-survey. For the
pre-survey, 50% of participants believed that hardhats were very important, with 6.3%
believing them to be somewhat important, and 37.5% believing them to be moderately
important. In the Pre-Survey, 6.3% believed them to be somewhat unimportant. For the
post-survey, 0% believed hardhats were somewhat unimportant, this is 6.3% decrease
from the pre-survey. 30% believed hardhats to be moderately important, this was a 20%
decrease from the pre-survey. 0% believed hard hats were somewhat important, this was
a 6.3% decrease from the pre-survey. 70% believed hardhats to be very important, this is
a 41% increase from the pre-survey.
Tables 4.18 and 4.19 discuss the use of hearing protection by loggers. Table 4.18
discusses loggers’ perceptions on the use of hearing protection and its importance before
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the Kentucky Master Logger Program. Table 4.19 discusses loggers’ perceptions of
hearing protection and its importance after the Kentucky Master Logger Program.
Table 4.18
Hearing Protection Pre-Survey
Frequency

Percent

Cumulative Percent

Not at all Important

2

12.5

12.5

Somewhat Unimportant

2

12.5

25.0

Moderately Important

5

31.3

56.3

Somewhat Important

0

0

56.3

Very Important

7

43.8

100.0

Total

16

100.0

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative Percent

Not at all Important

0

0

0

Somewhat Unimportant

1

10.0

10.0

Moderately Important

2

20.0

30.0

Somewhat Important

1

10.0

40.0

Very Important

6

60.0

100.0

Total

10

100.0

Table 4.19
Hearing Protection Post-Survey

Tables 4.18 and 4.19 both discuss hearing PPE (earplugs, headphones, etc.) For
the pre-survey 43.8% found that hearing protection was important, 31.3% found it was
moderately important, 12.5% found it to be somewhat unimportant, and 12.5% found
hearing protection to be not at all important. For the post-survey 60% of respondents
found that hearing protection was very important, this was a 36.98% increase from the
pre-survey. 10% believed hearing protection was somewhat important, this was a 10%
increase from the pre-survey. 20% thought hearing protection was moderately important,
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this was a 36.1% decrease from the pre-survey. 10% found hearing PPE to be somewhat
unimportant, this was a 20% decrease from the pre-survey. 0% of participants believed
hearing protection to be not at all important, this was a 12.5% decrease from the presurvey.
Tables 4.20 and 4.21 discuss the use of eye protection by loggers. Table 4.20
discusses loggers’ perceptions of eye protection and its importance before the Kentucky
Master Logger Program. Table 4.21 discusses loggers’ perceptions of eye protection and
its importance after the Kentucky Master Logger Program.
Table 4.20
Eye Protection Pre-Survey
Frequency

Percent

Cumulative Percent

Not at all Important

0

0

0

Somewhat Unimportant

1

6.3

6.3

Moderately Important

3

18.8

25.0

Somewhat Important

2

12.5

37.5

Very Important

10

62.5

100.0

Total

16

100.0

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative Percent

Not at all Important

0

0

0

Somewhat Unimportant

0

0

0

Moderately Important

3

30.0

30.0

Somewhat Important

1

10.0

40.0

Very Important

6

60.0

100.0

Total

10

100.0

Table 4.21
Eye Protection Post-Survey
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Tables 4.20 and 4.21 discuss eye protection PPE in the pre and post-surveys. For
the pre-survey, 62.5% of respondents believed it was very important to where eye
protection, 12.5% believed eye protection was somewhat important, 18.8% believed it was
moderately important, and 6.3% believed it was somewhat unimportant. For the postsurvey, 60% believed eye protection PPE was very important this was a 4% decrease from
the pre-survey. 10% believed eye protection somewhat important, this was a 20% decrease
from the pre-survey. 30% believed eye protection was moderately important, this was a
59.57% increase from the pre survey. 0% believed eye protection was somewhat
unimportant, this was a 6.3% decrease from the pre-survey.
Tables 4.21 and 4.23 discuss the use of chainsaw chaps by loggers. Table 4.22
discusses loggers’ perceptions of chainsaw chaps and their importance before the
Kentucky Master Logger Program. Table 4.23 discusses loggers’ perceptions of chainsaw
chaps and their importance after the Kentucky Master Logger Program.
Table 4.22
Chainsaw Chaps Pre-Survey
Frequency
Not at all Important
0
Somewhat Unimportant
2
Moderately Important
7
Somewhat Important
1
Very Important
6
Total
16

Percent
0
12.5
43.8
6.3
37.5
100.0

Cumulative Percent
0
12.5
56.3
62.5
100.0

Table 4.23
Chainsaw Chaps Post-Survey
Frequency
Not at all Important
0
Somewhat Unimportant
0
Moderately Important
3
Somewhat Important
1
Very Important
6
Total
10

Percent
0
0
30.0
10.0
60.0
100.0

Cumulative Percent
0
0
30.0
40.0
100.0
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Tables 4.22 and 4.23 show the pre and post-survey results of participants opinions
on the use of chainsaw chaps while in the field. For the pre-survey 37.5% of participants
stated that chainsaw chaps were very important, 6.3% stated that they were somewhat
important, 43.8% stated they were moderately important, and 12.5% believed they were
somewhat important. A written comment on this question was “they saved my leg once.”
For the post-survey, 60% believed chainsaw chaps were very important, this was a 60%
increase from the pre-survey. 10% believed chainsaw chaps were somewhat important, this
was a 58.73% change from the pre-survey. 30% believed chainsaw chaps were moderately
important, this was a 31.5% decrease from the pre-survey. 0% believed chainsaw chaps
were somewhat unimportant, this was a 12.5% decrease from the pre-survey.
Tables 4.24 and 4.25 discuss the use of high visibility clothing by loggers. Table
4.24 discusses loggers’ perceptions of high visibility clothing and its importance before
the Kentucky Master Logger Program. Table 4.25 discusses loggers’ perceptions of high
visibility clothing and its importance after the Kentucky Master Logger Program.
Table 4.24
High Visibility Clothing Pre-Survey
Frequency
Not at all Important
0
Somewhat Unimportant
1
Moderately Important
3
Somewhat Important
5
Very Important
7
Total
16
Table 4.25
High Visibility Clothing Post-Survey
Frequency
Not at all Important
0
Somewhat Unimportant
0
Moderately Important
4
Somewhat Important
1
Very Important
5
Total
10

Percent
0
6.3
18.8
31.3
43.8
100.0

Cumulative Percent
0
6.3
25.0
56.3
100.0

Percent
0
0
40.0
10.0
50.0
100.0

Cumulative Percent
0
0
40.0
50.0
100.0
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Tables 4.24 and 4.25 discuss high visibility clothing as a PPE option. For the presurvey, 43.8% of participants felt that high visibility clothing was very important, 31.3%
felt it was somewhat important, 18.8% felt it was moderately important, and 6.3% felt it
was somewhat unimportant. For the post-survey, 50% felt that high visibility clothing
was very important, which was a 14.15% increase from the pre-survey. 10% felt high
visibility clothing was somewhat important, this was a 68.05% decrease from the presurvey. 40% felt high visibility clothing was moderately important, which was a 112.76%
increase from the pre-survey. 0% felt high visibility clothing was somewhat unimportant,
which was 6.3% decrease from the pre-survey.
Tables 4.26 and 4.27 discuss the use of sunscreen by loggers. Table 4.26
discusses loggers’ perceptions of sunscreen and its importance before the Kentucky
Master Logger Program. Table 4.27 discusses loggers’ perceptions of sunscreen and its
importance after the Kentucky Master Logger Program.
Table 4.26
Sunscreen Pre-Survey
Not at all Important
Somewhat Unimportant
Moderately Important
Somewhat Important
Very Important
Total

Frequency
5
3
5
1
2
16

Percent
31.3
18.8
31.3
6.3
12.5
100.0
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Cumulative Percent
31.3
50.0
81.3
87.5
100.0

Table 4.27
Sunscreen Post-Survey
Not at all Important
Somewhat Unimportant
Moderately Important
Somewhat Important
Very Important
Total

Frequency
1
2
5
0
2
10

Percent
10.0
20.0
50.0
0
20.0
100.0

Cumulative Percent
10.0
30.0
80.0
80.0
100.0

Tables 4.26 and 4.37 discuss participants opinions on sunscreen. For the presurvey 12.5% of participants said sunscreen was very important, 6.3% said it was
somewhat important, 31.3% said it was moderately important, 18.8% said it was
somewhat unimportant, and 31.3% said it was not at all important. For the post-survey,
20% of participants said sunscreen was very important, this was a 60% increase from the
pre-survey. 0% said sunscreen was somewhat important, this was a 6.3% decrease from
the pre-survey. 50% said sunscreen was moderately important, this was a 59.74%
increase from the pre-survey. 20% said sunscreen was somewhat unimportant, this was a
6.3% increase from the pre-survey. 10% said sunscreen was not at all important, this was
a 68% decrease from the pre-survey.
Tables 4.28 and 4.29 discuss the use of insecticide by loggers. Table 4.28
discusses loggers’ perceptions of insecticide and its importance before the Kentucky
Master Logger Program. Table 4.29 discusses loggers’ perceptions of insecticide and its
importance after the Kentucky Master Logger Program.
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Table 4.28
Insecticide Pre-Survey
Frequency

Percent

Cumulative Percent

Not at all Important

4

25.0

25.0

Somewhat Unimportant

1

6.3

31.3

Moderately Important

8

50.0

81.3

Somewhat Important

0

0

81.3

Very Important

3

18.8

100.0

Total

16

100.0

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative Percent

Not at all Important

1

10.0

10.0

Somewhat Unimportant

2

20.0

30.0

Moderately Important

4

40.0

70.0

Somewhat Important

0

0

70.0

Very Important

3

30.0

100.0

Total

10

100.0

Table 4.29
Insecticide Post-survey

Tables 4.28 and 4.29 discuss participants opinions on insecticide (bug spray,
Deet, etc.). Table 4.28 discusses the pre-survey participants opinions on the use of
insecticide. 18.8% of respondents considered it very important, 50% of respondents
considered it moderately important, 6.3% considered it somewhat unimportant, and 25%
considered it not at all important. For Table 4.29 which is the post-survey, 30% of
respondents considered insecticide very important, this was a 59.57% increase from the
pre-survey. 40% considered insecticide moderately important, this was a 20% decrease
from the pre-survey. 20% considered insecticide somewhat unimportant this was a
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217.46% increase from the pre-survey. 10% considered insecticide not at all important,
this was a 75% decrease from the pre-survey.
Tables 4.30 and 4.31 discuss the use of steel toed boots by loggers. Table 4.30
discusses loggers’ perceptions of steel toed boots and their importance before the
Kentucky Master Logger Program. Table 4.31 discusses loggers’ perceptions of steel
toed boots and their importance after the Kentucky Master Logger Program.
Table 4.30
Steel Toed Boots Pre-Survey
Not at all Important
Somewhat Unimportant
Moderately Important
Somewhat Important
Very Important
Total

Frequency
2
2
5
3
4
16

Percent
12.5
12.5
31.3
18.8
25.0
100.0

Frequency
0
0
4
2
4
10

Percent
0
0
40.0
20.0
40.0
100.0

Table 4.31
Steel Toed Boots Post-survey
Not at all Important
Somewhat Unimportant
Moderately Important
Somewhat Important
Very Important
Total

Cumulative
Percent
12.5
25.0
56.3
75.0
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
0
0
40.0
60.0
100.0

Table 4.30 and 4.31 discuss the importance of using steel toed boots in the field.
For the pre-survey, 25% of participants said they were very important, 18.8% believed
they were somewhat important, 31.3% believed they were moderately important, 12.5%
believed they were somewhat important and 12.5% believed they were not at all
important. For the post-survey, 20% of respondents said steel toed boots were somewhat
important, this was a 6.38% increase from the pre-survey. 40% said steel toed boots were
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very important, this was a 60% increase from the pre-survey. 40% said steel toed boots
were moderately important, this was a 27.79% increase from the pre-survey. 0% believed
steel toed boots were somewhat unimportant, which was a 12.5% decrease from the presurvey. 0% believed steel toed boots were not at all important, which was a 12.5%
decrease from the pre-survey.
Tables 4.32 and 4.33 discuss the use of face protection by loggers. Table 4.32
discusses loggers’ perceptions of face protection and its importance before the Kentucky
Master Logger Program. Table 4.33 discusses loggers’ perceptions of face protection and
its importance after the Kentucky Master Logger Program.
Table 4.32
Face Protection Pre-Survey
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Not at all Important

0

0

0

0

Somewhat Unimportant

4

25.0

25.0

25.0

Moderately Important

6

37.5

37.5

62.5

Somewhat Important

2

12.5

12.5

75.0

Very Important

4

25.0

25.0

100.0

Total

16

100.0

100.0
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Table 4.33
Face Protection Post-Survey
Cumulative
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

Not at all Important

0

0

0

0

Somewhat Unimportant

0

0

0

0

Moderately Important

4

40.0

40.0

40.0

Somewhat Important

1

10.0

10.0

50.0

Very Important

5

50.0

50.0

100.0

Total

10

100.0

100.0

Table 4.32 and table 4.33 discuss the importance of using face protection in the
field. Table 4.32 which represents the pre-survey shows that 25% of participants believe
face protection is very important 12.5% believe it is somewhat important, 36.5% believe
it is moderately important, and 25% believe it is somewhat unimportant. Table 4.33
represents the post-survey’s opinions on face protection. 50% of the post-survey believe
that face protection is very important, this was a 100% increase from the pre-survey. 10%
believe face protection is somewhat important, this is a 20% decrease from the presurvey. 40% believe face protection is moderately important, this is a 6.67% increase
from the pre-survey. 0% believe face protection is somewhat unimportant, this is a 25%
decrease from the pre-survey.
Tables 4.34 and 4.35 discuss the use of gloves by loggers. Table 4.34 discusses
loggers’ perceptions of gloves and their importance before the Kentucky Master Logger
Program. Table 4.35 discusses loggers’ perceptions of gloves and their importance after
the Kentucky Master Logger Program.
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Table 4.34
Gloves (Pre-Survey)
Not at all Important
Somewhat Unimportant
Moderately Important
Somewhat Important
Very Important
Total

Frequency
3
0
3
6
4
16

Percent
18.8
0
18.8
37.5
25.0
100.0

Table 4.35
Gloves (Post-survey)
Not at all Important
Somewhat Unimportant
Moderately Important
Somewhat Important
Very Important
Total

Frequency
1
0
4
1
4
10

Percent
10.0
0
40.0
10.0
40.0
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
18.8
18.8
37.5
75.0
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
10.0
10.0
50.0
60.0
100.0

Tables 4.34 and 4.35 discuss results of the opinions of wearing work gloves in pre
and post-survey participants. For the pre-survey, 25% of participants believed gloves
were very important, 37.5% believed they were somewhat important, 18.8% believed
they were moderately important and 18.8% believed they were not at all important. For
the post-survey 40% of participants believed that gloves were very important, this was a
60% increase from the pre-survey. 10% believed gloves were somewhat important, this
was a 73.33% decrease from the pre-survey. 40% believed gloves were moderately
important, this was a 112.76% increase.10% believed gloves were not at all important,
this was a 46.81% decrease from the pre-survey.
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Objective Three: Impact on Professionals in the Field
This objective, which was established to discuss the impact of loggers’
perceptions of safety in the field. This portion of the study was conducted one month
after the completion of the Kentucky Master Logger Program. While this was an
objective of the study there was not enough data to warrant the discussion of valid results.
16 out of the 61 participants in the Kentucky Master Logger Program participated in the
pre-survey, which was a 26% response rate. 10 out of the 61 participants participated in
the post-survey, which was a 16% response rate. three out of the 61 participants
participated in the post-post-survey which was a 4.9% response rate. With such a small
response rate for the post-post-survey, there was not enough data to justify the
presentation of this data. See recommendations for further information.

Objective Four: Demographic Information
This area shows the demographic information for age, ethnicity, and gender.
Table 4.36 represents the descriptive statistics of participants’ age.
Table 4.36
Age
Minimum

Maximum

Mean

21

75

42.75

n=16
Table 4.36 shows the ages of the participants. The mean age of participants was
42.75 years old. The minimum age who participated in the pre-survey was 21 years old,
and the maximum was 75 years of age.
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Table 4.37 discusses participants ethnicity. The majority of study participants
were White/Caucasian.
Table 4.37
Ethnicity
Cumulative
Frequency

Percent

Percent

American Indian/ Alaskan Native

0

0

0

Black/African American

0

0

0

Native Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander

0

0

0

Asian

1

6.3

6.3

Hispanic/Latino

0

0

0

White/Caucasian

15

93.8

100.0

Biracial

0

0

0

Total

16

100.0

Table 4.37 shows the ethnicity information from the pre-survey. 93.8% of
participants were White/Caucasian with 6.3% being Asian. Table 4.41 discusses
participants’ gender. With a majority of study participants identifying as male.
Table 4.38
Gender
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

Male

15

93.8

93.8

93.8

Female

1

6.3

6.3

100.0

Total

16

100.0

100.0

Table 4.38 shows the gender demographics for the pre-survey, 93.8% of the
participants were male and 6.3% were female.
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CHAPTER FIVE RECOMMENDATIONS
Problem Statement
As has been discussed, logging is a dangerous career. Those who work in logging
are under constant pressure to both work quickly and work efficiently. In the logging
industry, time is money. Logging is considered one of the most dangerous professions in
the world. The required efficiency and speed of work are all reasons to study this field
and its training practices. Loggers are required to have a strong understanding of the
mechanics of their craft. Areas like tree felling, operating equipment, and an
understanding of surroundings are all critical skills these professionals must possess.
Despite requiring these skills, the barrier to entry is almost non-existent. If you want to
log in a state like Kentucky, the only requirement is one person in your crew has a master
logger certification (Kentucky Master Logger Program, 2021). This requirement creates a
level of training that is assumed to be on each logging site; however, in order to
understand its effectiveness and successes this study is being performed.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to first, determine the safety knowledge of Kentucky
loggers before they take the Kentucky Master Logger program. Second, to examine and
determine how effective the Master Logger Program’s training is regarding safety
education. Third, discuss and describe the impact the Master Logger Program has on the
professionals who participate in it and its overall impact on the field of logging.
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Research Objectives
This research was guided by the following objectives:
1. Determine the safety knowledge of loggers before and after they participate in the
Kentucky Master Logger Program.
2. Determine the overall effectiveness of the safety training of the Kentucky Master
Logger Program. This will be done via a pre and post-survey given to the
participants.
3. Describe the overall impact that a Master Logger Program can have on
professionals in the field. This will be done via a post-post-survey sent a month
after the completion of the Master Logger Program
4. Describe the demographics of loggers who attend the Kentucky Master Logger
Program.

Conclusions
Overall, this study has shown that most loggers have had some form of safety
training. With that in mind, around half of the participants have had some form of injury
in the past. Despite these injuries, seeking medical attention and reporting the situation to
workers’ compensation has not been a priority to these professionals. Personal Protective
Equipment (PPE) is in general important to loggers; however, only certain pieces of
equipment are important. Equipment like, hardhats, eye protection, steel toed boots, and
chainsaw chaps all seem to be high priority for loggers in the realm of PPE. In contrast,
however, PPE like insecticide and sunscreen are not considered important to most
loggers.
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In terms of findings for this study, there were several. First, based on the loggers
who participated in the study most have an average time in the field of 13.13 years. This is
a long time in a career field, especially when you consider this is the average person
participating in the Kentucky Master Logger Program. This does not mean, however, the
loggers in this study had never been to any form of professional development (PD) or
training. Of the 16 study participants, only one had never been to any form of safety
training. This training could have been formal or informal.
Another finding from this study was around half of the participants had been in
some sort of accident causing an injury. This was especially surprising due to the average
logger participant having 13.13 years of experience. While 50% is a lot, it was surprising
this statistic was not higher. Of those who reported being injured on the job, only three out
of nine reported the injury being from an object. In the same vein of those who reported an
injury on the survey, seven out of the nine who reported being hurt did not seek medical
care. In terms of injury reports to workers’ compensation 56.3% chose not to report their
injuries.
In terms of overall safety, loggers in both the pre and post-surveys were asked to
rate their safety from one to five on a Likert-type scale, with Extremely UnsafeExtremely Safe in their jobs. Based on the initial safety questions overall loggers felt they
performed their jobs safely, with only one respondent stating they were “Somewhat
Unsafe.” In a similar vein, the study participants overall emphasis on the use of PPE in
the field had an overall increase. There were significant increases in PPE importance in
hardhats, hearing protection, chainsaw chaps, high visibility clothing, sunscreen,
insecticide, steel toed boots, face protection, and gloves.
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Hardhats had a significant change after the Kentucky Master Logger Program. In
the post-survey there was a 6.3% decrease in hardhats being considered somewhat
unimportant. There was a 20% decrease hardhats being considered moderately important
and a 31% increase in them being considered very important.
Hearing protection also had a significant shift, after the Kentucky Master Logger
Program. The post survey saw a 36.98% increase in hearing protection being considered
very important, a 10% increase in it being considered somewhat important, and 36.1%
increase in it being considered moderately important. There was also a 20% decrease in
hearing protection being considered somewhat unimportant, and a 12.5% decrease in it
being considered not at all important.
After the Kentucky Master Logger Program there was a significant shift in opinions
on the use of chainsaw chaps. There was a 12.5% decrease in participants considering
chainsaw chaps not at all important. There was also 60% increase in chainsaw chaps being
very important. These changes can be attributed to the lessons learned from the Kentucky
Master Logger Program.
Similarly, to chainsaw chaps there was a significant shift in opinion on high
visibility clothing thanks to the curriculum taught in the Kentucky Master Logger
Program. From the pre and post-survey we see a 6.3% decrease in high visibility clothing
being somewhat unimportant, a 112.76% increase for it being moderately important, and
a 6.3% increase for it being very important.
Participants’ opinions on sunscreen were also an area that saw a significant shift
after the Kentucky Master Logger Program. After the Kentucky Master Logger Program,
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participants showed a 60% increase in sunscreen being considered very important, a 6.3%
decrease in it being considered somewhat unimportant, and a 68% decrease in it being
not at all important. This was a significant shift in mindset; however, more work needs to
be done to emphasize the use of sunscreen as PPE in the field.
Insecticide had the most extreme changes due to the Kentucky Master Logger
Program. In terms of changes insecticide had 59.57% increase from the in pre-survey for
it being considered very important, with a 75% decrease in it being considered not
important at all and 217.46% increase for insecticide being somewhat unimportant. While
work still needs to be done, logging professionals are looking more seriously at the use of
insecticide after the Kentucky Master Logger Program.
After the Kentucky Master Logger Program, there was a 12.5% decrease in steel
toed boots being considered not important at all, with a 12.5% decrease in them being
considered somewhat unimportant. In terms of importance there was a 40% increase in
steel toed boots being considered moderately important, a 6.38% increase in them being
considered somewhat important, and a 60% increase in them being very important.
Face protection had several significant changes as well. After the Kentucky
Master Logger Program there was a 100% increase on participants believing face
protection was very important. This change contrasted with the 25% decrease in face
protection being considered somewhat unimportant.
Gloves also saw shifts after the Kentucky Master Logger Program. There was as a
60% increase in gloves being considered very important, 73.33% decreases in gloves
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being considered somewhat important, a 112.76% increase in them being moderately
important, and a 46.81% decrease in gloves being considered not at all important.
In terms of demographics, the average person who participated in the Kentucky
Master Logger Program, as well as the study was 42.75 years old. 15 of the 16 participants
were white, with one being Asian. Gender distributions were also similar with 15 of the 16
participants identified as male and one identified as female.
The next area that should be discussed is the safety culture of logging crews. In
the literature review High Reliability Organization Theory (HRO) was discussed and
explained how companies work to create a culture of safety, not through antagonism and
fear, but through training, ownership and understanding. To this end, most respondents in
the survey, did not have any form of safety incentives in their jobs. A safety incentive
could be something as simple as a bonus for “x number of months without an accident,”
or the whole crew gets a paid day off if “95% of workers wear hardhats each day for a
month.” This sort of incentive exemplifies HRO theory because it gives workers a
sufficient motivation to work safely and efficiently and could encourage safe workers to
help their unsafe coworkers to create a safe culture and workplace environment. Every
logging crew should have some form of safety incentives in place for their workers
(Shufutinsky & Long, 2017).

Implications
There are several implications based on the data gathered. First, while the
Kentucky Master Logger Program does a good job teaching its participants, these
participants typically already have some form of training and experience on a logging
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crew. While this is great, it also means those who are at this optional PD are there
because they want to be. This could mean these professionals are already intrinsically
motivated to be safer while in the field and chose to participate in the Kentucky Master
Logger Program to further their training. On the other hand, if these participants are
representative of the logging population it could be inferred that logging populations have
a strong background of safety. More research is needed to confirm or deny this
implication.
These findings and implications are all important because logging is considered a
dangerous career and has traditionally been very limited in its training. However, based
on this sample population all but one participant had some form of training in the past.
What this could mean is loggers are getting more training than in the past. This is an
important implication because ideas of training are becoming normalized in a career
where professionals need all the experience they can get.
Another reason the information is important is because of gained insight into
safety incentives and priorities of professional loggers. Most loggers seem to value the
idea of safety, and think most PPE is important, barring sunscreen and insecticide. This is
interesting because while eye and hearing protection is important, sunscreen is just as
important, due to it reducing skin cancer risk. The researcher has an idea of what is
prioritized by loggers, changes can be made to future Master Logger Programs and PDs
to possibly put more emphasis on less used PPE. In respect to sunscreen and insecticide,
research could also be done on non-chemical sun and insect mitigation techniques, as not
everyone wants to put a chemical on their skin.
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Finally, this research is important because it gives us insight into the Kentucky
Master Logger program and the curriculum it teaches. As outsiders, the researcher can
give recommendations on areas for needed improvement in the program.

Recommendations
After combing through surveys and looking at data, the researcher has several
recommendations for the field of professional logging. First, there should be more overall
education for loggers. While the Kentucky Master Logger Program has excellent
curriculum and concepts, the fact that only one certified master logger is required to be
on a crew is a problem. While it is understandable not everyone can go to a training for
three days due to financial and time constraints, still having some form of required
standardized safety training could do a lot of good for professionals. With more research
and discussion with professionals in both the fields of logging and occupational health
and safety a well-rounded introduction course could be created to allow for a quick, but
efficient primer on being safe in the field. Participants could be paid for their time in the
course, and the completion of the course could lead to the issuance of a logger’s
license/certification. If this course were created, it would be imperative to have inclusive
options for the course with alternative languages such as Spanish or a verbal/visual
course for those who cannot read.
The second recommendation is focused on safety with an emphasis on personal
protective equipment (PPE). The results showed the loggers overall valued PPE like
gloves, hardhats, steel toed boots, eye protection etc. What they did not value however,
was sunscreen and insecticides. These may seem unimportant, especially in the short term
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when compared to the immediate protection of eyeglasses and hard hats. However, these
forms of PPE are also critical. Sunscreen reduces the chance of sunburn, and skin cancer.
While wearing long sleeves can protect against the sun on arms, areas like the neck and
face are harder to protect from the sun. Skin Cancer is a major disease in the United
States, as The Skin Cancer Foundation says, “1 in 5 Americans develop skin cancer by
the age of 70.” (Skin Cancer Foundation, 2022).
Insecticide is another area that lacked priorities from logging professionals.
Insecticide is an important mitigation tool from insect borne diseases, like Rocky
Mountain Spotted Fever, Lyme Disease, and even more recently Heartland Virus. These
diseases if not caught or prevented can have far reaching impacts on professionals’ ability
to make money working in the field. More emphasis should be placed on the use of
insecticide to keep mosquitos and ticks away from those working in the field. This
emphasis could be taught during either the Kentucky Master Logger Program or other
training.
The third recommendation is the creation of positive safety habits for loggers. The
use of PPE for example is a critical behavior which most loggers have a basic
understanding of. This understanding, however, is not the same as a habit. The creation of
positive habits in the logging industry, such as wearing PPE, could lead to a decrease in
injuries and deaths. One way this could be done is through HRO theory. Logging crew
safety culture could be changed to a HRO theory lens, where they hold each other
accountable and ensure each new crewmember is properly trained. This shift in culture
could help create habits through proper training and having crew members remind each
other if they forget a piece of PPE.
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Another way habits could be formed could be through the use of checklists. A
checklist could be employed by the foreman/manager of the crew, and before a logger
goes into the field, they must turn it in. This checklist could include the logger checking
off the proper PPE that is required for their duties that day, such as helmet, chainsaw
chaps, etc. With this requirement, habits could be formed by having loggers be reminded
about what they need to wear each day before they go to work.
The last way loggers could form proper safety habits is through safety incentives.
Safety incentives are where a company, or organization provides bonuses for being safe
while on the job. For loggers, safety incentives could include bonus paid time off,
bonuses, and even trips. This would depend on the crew and the demands of the
operation. One possible solution which West Virginia is discussing is the use of audits. A
logging crew would agree to be audited at random times. If the crew passes the audit,
they would be paid a bonus for continuing to be safe. This audit system could create
some form of safety accountability for logging professionals, while also giving them a
safety incentive (Sanderson, personal communication, 2022).
The fourth recommendation is for agricultural educators. Agricultural educators
have an obligation to create opportunities for their students to thrive and gain valuable
skills that allow them to be employable. Those educators who teach content on
forestry/environmental science can teach proper safety techniques for loggers. These
habits which can be learned as early as 13 or 14 years old can have a lifelong impact on
their students approach to safety. This proper training can help students avoid improper
techniques which their families may employ. Those students who become professional
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loggers will be able to teach their peers proper safety culture, as well as understand the
necessities of proper logger safety.
Students who are taught logger safety could have the ability to influence their
loved ones. If the students work with their parents felling trees, they can explain to them
why safety is important. This influence could be what the parent needs to rethink their
personal safety culture and begin creating smart and appropriate safety habits.
The fifth recommendation is the creation of a families of loggers association. This
association could be run by several big names in logging, for example, extension, forestry
service, and master logger programs. The group could create a curriculum for family
members of loggers for when they go to PDs and conventions. This group would strive to
explain risks to spouses and children of the loggers. The reason for these explanations
would be to first, create understanding of logging and its dangers, and second give
families the tools to recognize the signs of on-the-job accidents and allow them to help
ensure their loved one is being safe in the field.
Further research in this field could be applying this study to other logger PDs,
such as the Tennessee Master Logger Program. Information gained from the Tennessee
Master Logger Program could be compared with Kentucky’s program to see where both
courses could improve. This study could also be done with other logger safety PDs to see
what can be improved or to gauge other loggers’ knowledge and safety culture.
Another area of further research would be taking the current surveys the
researcher has and analyzing them by age. Age analysis could help future educators target
certain age groups to better serve their safety needs.
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A qualitative study could also be performed on operations to get a more personal
touch on logger’s opinions on safety. This research could benefit from personal opinions
and biases on safety in logging. With interviews, the researcher could gain a more in
depth understanding of what makes loggers tick and gleam why they may or may not
believe in proper safety methods.
Lastly, if this or a similar study were done again it could be intriguing to focus on
hearing protection and its benefits. A simple survey could be distributed with a focus on
hearing. Each participant could then be taken into a sound chamber and tested for
hearing. The researcher could see if there was a correlation between hearing loss and not
using hearing protection. While these are just some ideas with the study, there also some
limitations within the study itself.

Limitations of the Study
The two biggest limitations on this study were time and population. Getting an
exemption from the IRB was a challenge at best, and the study was unable to be approved
until December 2021, after all the 2021 Master Logger Programs had concluded. The
research was not able to be conducted until February of 2022 for the Elizabethtown
program and March 2022 for the London program.
The second limitation of this study was the number of participants. Both the
Elizabethtown and London Master Logger Program’s had well over 25 participants in
each training. Elizabethtown had a large portion who agreed to fill out the survey. The
loggers in the London Master Logger Program were less than interested in assisting in the
study. This significantly hindered our final numbers.
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If this study were to be conducted again, more time to collect data, and recruit
participants would greatly benefit the findings and data. The researcher would also like to
sit through the program as well, to gain better understanding of what is taught. Last, in
terms of participants, the post-post-survey only had three respondents, this was too small
of a population to glean any viable results from. With more time and a larger population
pool, there could be a much higher chance for a larger response on the post-post-survey.
Responses could possibly be improved if a recruitment script was written that had less
“research buzzwords” with an emphasis on confidentiality.

Concluding Remarks
Logging is a dangerous career. Technology is constantly improving, and with it
come many benefits which help protect loggers. Despite this, the risk of being hit and
injured or killed by a tree or some other falling debris continues to be an area of concern.
Therefore, safety training and understanding of proper procedures and logging techniques
is such an important area to work with and improve upon. Regardless of technological
advances which can mitigate injury, the biggest risk is the human element.
High Reliability Organization Theory (HRO) as a method of accident mitigation
could be of benefit to logging crews if properly utilized. The concept of creating a safety
culture wherein professionals work together to promote safety, as opposed to against one
another could have a lasting impact on the industry. HRO theory combined with safety
incentives, could provide professionals with an ample number of extrinsic motivators
which create a safer work environment and industry.
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While there are safety courses in the state of Kentucky and the United States
overall strides still need to be made so that every logger has some basic formal training
before they begin working in the forest. This combined with an improved culture of
safety, the researcher believes can and will greatly improve the logging industry in the
future.

73

APPENDIX
Approval Letter
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Questionnaires
Pre Kentucky Master Logger Program Logging Safety & Injury Questionnaire
Please do not write your name on this questionnaire. All responses are anonymous.
The questionnaire consists of 29 questions.
1. Have you read the study information on the cover letter?
Yes
No
2. Are you 18 or older?
Yes
No
3. Do you agree to participate?
Yes
No
4. How long have you worked on a logging operation? _____ years ____months

5. Currently, what is your primary job on the logging operation? (Check)
Loader operator
Feller-buncher operator
Skidder operator
Deck hand / topper / or other job primarily working on the ground
Crew foreman
Owner – Normally work in the woods and operate equipment
Owner – Occasionally operate equipment and fill in as needed
Other – please describe ________________________

6. In a typical workday, how many hours do you spend operating logging equipment?
_____ hrs
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7. How would you describe the relative safety of your job using a scale of 1 to 5 (Circle
one):
Not safe at all
1

2

Moderately safe
3
4

Extremely safe
5

8. Do you consider minor accidents to be a normal part of your daily work?
(Minor accidents are defined as slips, short falls, falling debris, sprains, minor
cuts/abrasions)
Strongly
Moderately
Strongly
disagree
agree
agree
1
2
3
4
5
9. What logging safety training have you received in the past? (Check all that apply)
Safety training from crew foreman or owner (if you are an employee)
On the job training from co-workers
Safety training from insurance providers
Safety training at Kentucky Master Logger
Equipment specific safety training from equipment sales or manufacturer
representative
Other safety training (please describe) _____________________

10. How would you describe your attitude towards using PPE (Personal Protective
Equipment), for example hard hats, hearing protection, chainsaw chaps if using a
saw, high visibility clothing etc.
Using PPE is
not at all
Moderately
Using PPE is
important
important
very important
1
2
3
4
5
11. In regards to PPE how do you feel about wearing the following?
Hardhats
Wearing hard
hats are not at
all important
1

2

Moderately
important
3
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4

Wearing hard
hats are very
important
5

Hearing Protection
Using hearing
protection is
not at all
important
1

2

Moderately
important
3

4

Using hearing
protection is
very important
5

4

Wearing eye
protection is
very important
5

4

Wearing chain
saw chaps is
very important
5

4

Wearing high
visibility
clothing is very
important
5

4

Sunscreen is
very important
5

Eye Protection
Wearing eye
protection is
not at all
important
1

2

Moderately
important
3

2

Moderately
important
3

Chainsaw Chaps
Wearing chain
saw chaps is
not at all
important
1

High Visibility Clothing
Wearing high
visibility
clothing is not
at all important
1

2

Moderately
important
3

2

Moderately
important
3

Sunscreen
Sunscreen is
not at all
important
1
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Insecticide (Bug spray, etc.)
Insecticide is
not at all
important
1

2

Moderately
important
3

4

Insecticide is
very important
5

4

Wearing steel
toed boots is
very important
5

4

Face protection
boots is very
important
5

4

Wearing
gloves is very
important
5

Steel toed boots
Wearing steel
toed boots is
not at all
important
1

2

Moderately
important
3

2

Moderately
important
3

2

Moderately
important
3

Face Protection
Face protection
is not at all
important
1
Gloves
Wearing
gloves is not at
all important
1

12. What do you see as the biggest safety risk in your job/line of work?

If you are a machine operator, what do you see as the biggest safety risk for workers on
the ground?
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We are interested in learning more about your injury and illness experiences while
performing work as a logger. For our purposes, an injury is defined as having a
known time of onset, rather than symptoms or disorders that gradually worsened
over time.
13. Is there a safety incentive program at the current workplace that offers cash, prizes, or
other rewards to individual workers for not having an injury?
☐ No
☐ Yes
☐ Unsure
14. Can you report injuries to your supervisor without worrying about how it will affect
your job?
☐ No
☐ Yes
☐ Unsure
15. In general, do you think it is best not to report a minor work-related injury?
(Minor accidents are defined as slips, short falls, falling debris, sprains, minor
cuts/abrasions)
☐ No
☐ Yes
☐ Unsure
16. Have you ever experienced an injury while working on a logging operation?
☐ No
☐ Yes
17. In the past year how many times were you injured on the job severe enough that it
caused you to modify your work activities for the rest of the day or take medication?
(Check one)
0, I have not injured myself
1
2
More than 2 times

Please answer the following question about your injury experience in the past year.
If you had more than one injury, please answer these questions based on the injury
you personally felt to be the most severe.
18. What were you doing when you were injured? (e.g., climbing onto a piece of
equipment, felling a tree, or walking downhill)

19. How did the injury happen? (e.g., I slipped and fell, debris fell on me, I tripped while
walking)
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20. What best describes the body part injured? (Check all that apply)
Head
Neck, Including Throat
Trunk (chest, back, abdomen, hip)
Upper Extremities (shoulder, arm, wrist, hand)
Lower Extremities (thigh, leg, ankle, foot)
Body Systems (for example: gastrointestinal system, nervous system, respiratory
system)
Other Body Parts (please describe) _______________________________
21. Was an object (e.g., tool, machine) involved in the injury/illness?
☐ No
☐ Yes
If Yes, what object ____________________________________
22. Did you miss any days of work as a result of injury?
☐ No
☐ Yes
If Yes, how many days
____________________________________
23. Did you receive medical care for this injury beyond first aid?
☐ No
☐ Yes
24. Was the injury reported as a workers’ compensation claim?
☐ No
☐ Yes
☐ Not Sure
Demographic Information
25. Age_____
26. Ethnicity
☐ American Indian/Alaskan Native
☐ Black/African American
☐ Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
☐ Biracial
27. Gender
☐ Male

☐ Female

☐ Asian
☐ Hispanic/Latino
☐ White/Caucasian

☐ Prefer not to say
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This section seeks your general comments and recommendations on safety.
28. What recommendations do you have to improve safety on your job site, or on logging
operations in general?

29. As we continue to improve our understanding of the safety and health of workers in
the logging industry, is there anything else you think we should know?

Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. Your answers will
provide valuable information that may help to improve logging safety.
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Post Kentucky Master Logger Program Logging Safety & Injury Questionnaire
Please do not write your name on this questionnaire. All responses are anonymous.
The questionnaire consists of 29 questions.

30. Have you read the study information on the cover letter?
Yes
No
31. Are you 18 or older?
Yes
No
32. Do you agree to participate?
Yes
No
33. How long have you worked on a logging operation? _____ years ____months

34. Currently, what is your primary job on the logging operation? (Check)
Loader operator
Feller-buncher operator
Skidder operator
Deck hand / topper / or other job primarily working on the ground
Crew foreman
Owner – Normally work in the woods and operate equipment
Owner – Occasionally operate equipment and fill in as needed
Other – please describe ________________________

35. In a typical workday, how many hours do you spend operating logging equipment?
_____ hrs

36. How would you describe the relative safety of your job using a scale of 1 to 5 (Circle
one):
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Not safe at all
1

2

Moderately safe
3
4

Extremely safe
5

37. Do you consider minor accidents to be a normal part of your daily work?
(Minor accidents are defined as slips, short falls, falling debris, sprains, minor
cuts/abrasions)
Strongly
Moderately
Strongly
disagree
agree
agree
1
2
3
4
5
38. What logging safety training have you received in the past? (Check all that apply)
Safety training from crew foreman or owner (if you are an employee)
On the job training from co-workers
Safety training from insurance providers
Safety training at Kentucky Master Logger
Equipment specific safety training from equipment sales or manufacturer
representative
Other safety training (please describe) _____________________

39. After Completion of the Kentucky Master Logger Program how would you describe
your attitude towards using PPE (Personal Protective Equipment), for example hard
hats, hearing protection, chainsaw chaps if using a saw, high visibility clothing etc.
Using PPE is
not at all
Moderately
Using PPE is
important
important
very important
1
2
3
4
5
40. In regards to PPE how do you feel about wearing the following?
Hardhats
Wearing hard
hats are not at
all important
1

2

Moderately
important
3
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4

Wearing hard
hats are very
important
5

Hearing Protection
Using hearing
protection is
not at all
important
1

2

Moderately
important
3

2

Moderately
important
3

2

Moderately
important
3

4

Using hearing
protection is
very important
5

4

Wearing eye
protection is
very important
5

4

Wearing chain
saw chaps is
very important
5

4

Wearing high
visibility
clothing is very
important
5

4

Sunscreen is
very important
5

Eye Protection
Wearing eye
protection is
not at all
important
1
Chainsaw Chaps
Wearing chain
saw chaps is
not at all
important
1

High Visibility Clothing
Wearing high
visibility
clothing is not
at all important
1

2

Moderately
important
3

2

Moderately
important
3

Sunscreen
Sunscreen is
not at all
important
1
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Insecticide (Bug spray, etc.)
Insecticide is
not at all
important
1

2

Moderately
important
3

2

Moderately
important
3

4

Insecticide is
very important
5

4

Wearing steel
toed boots is
very important
5

4

Face protection
boots is very
important
5

4

Wearing
gloves is very
important
5

Steel toed boots
Wearing steel
toed boots is
not at all
important
1
Face Protection
Face protection
is not at all
important
1

2

Moderately
important
3

Gloves
Wearing
gloves is not at
all important
1

2

Moderately
important
3

41. What do you see as the biggest safety risk in your job/line of work?

If you are a machine operator, what do you see as the biggest safety risk for workers on
the ground?
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We are interested in learning more about your injury and illness experiences while
performing work as a logger. For our purposes, an injury is defined as having a
known time of onset, rather than symptoms or disorders that gradually worsened
over time.
42. Is there a safety incentive program at the current workplace that offers cash, prizes, or
other rewards to individual workers for not having an injury?
☐ No
☐ Yes
☐ Unsure
43. Can you report injuries to your supervisor without worrying about how it will affect
your job?
☐ No
☐ Yes
☐ Unsure
44. After completion of the Kentucky Master Logger Program, do you think it is best not
to report a minor work-related injury?
(Minor accidents are defined as slips, short falls, falling debris, sprains, minor
cuts/abrasions)
☐ No
☐ Yes
☐Unsure
45. Have you ever experienced an injury while working on a logging operation?
☐ No
☐ Yes
46. In the past year how many times were you injured on the job severe enough that it
caused you to modify your work activities for the rest of the day or take medication?
(Check one)
0, I have not injured myself
1
2
More than 2 times

Please answer the following question about your injury experience in the past year.
If you had more than one injury, please answer these questions based on the injury
you personally felt to be the most severe.
47. What were you doing when you were injured? (e.g., climbing onto a piece of
equipment, felling a tree, or walking downhill)
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48. How did the injury happen? (e.g., I slipped and fell, debris fell on me, I tripped while
walking)

49. What best describes the body part injured? (Check all that apply)
Head
Neck, Including Throat
Trunk (chest, back, abdomen, hip)
Upper Extremities (shoulder, arm, wrist, hand)
Lower Extremities (thigh, leg, ankle, foot)
Body Systems (for example: gastrointestinal system, nervous system, respiratory
system)
Other Body Parts (please describe) _______________________________
50. Was an object (e.g., tool, machine) involved in the injury/illness?
☐ No
☐ Yes
If Yes, what object ____________________________________
51. Did you miss any days of work as a result of injury?
☐ No
☐ Yes
If Yes, how many days
____________________________________
52. Did you receive medical care for this injury beyond first aid?
☐ No
☐ Yes
53. Was the injury reported as a workers’ compensation claim?
☐ No
☐ Yes
☐ Not Sure

Demographic Information
54. Age_____
55. Ethnicity
☐ American Indian/Alaskan Native ☐ Asian
☐ Black/African American
☐ Hispanic/Latino
☐ Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander ☐ White/Caucasian
☐ Biracial
56. Gender
☐ Male

☐ Female

☐ Prefer not to say
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This section seeks your general comments and recommendations on safety.
57. What recommendations do you have to improve safety on your job site, or on logging
operations in general?

58. As we continue to improve our understanding of the safety and health of workers in
the logging industry, is there anything else you think we should know?

Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. Your answers will
provide valuable information that may help to improve logging safety.
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Logger Safety Survey (Post-Post-Survey)
Start of Block: Default Question Block

Q69 Consent Questions

Q68 Have you read the study information on the cover letter?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
Q67 Are you 18 or older?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
Q66 Do you agree to participate?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
Page Break
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Q2 1. How many years and months have you worked on a logging operation? Please
specify years and months in your response.
________________________________________________________________

Q3 2. Currently, what is your primary job on the logging operation?

o Loader operator (1)
o Feller-buncher operator (2)
o Skidder operator (3)
o Deck hand / topper / or other job primarily working on the ground (4)
o Crew foreman (5)
o Owner – Normally work in the woods and operate equipment (6)
o Owner – Occasionally operate equipment and fill in as needed (7)
o Other (8)
Q62 If you selected other please explain what your job is on the logging operation.
________________________________________________________________

Q6 3. In a typical workday, how many hours do you spend operating logging
equipment?
________________________________________________________________
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Q14 4. After completing the Kentucky Master Logger Program how would you describe
the relative safety of your job?

o Not safe at all (1)
o Somewhat not safe (2)
o Moderately safe (3)
o Somewhat safe (4)
o Extremely safe (5)
Q16 5. Do you consider minor accidents to be a normal part of your daily work?

o Strongly disagree (1)
o Somewhat disagree (2)
o Neither agree nor disagree (3)
o Somewhat agree (4)
o Strongly agree (5)
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Q18 6. What logging safety training have you received in the past? (Check all that apply)

▢
▢
▢
▢
▢

Safety training from crew foreman or owner (if you are an employee) (1)
On the job training from co-workers (2)
Safety training from insurance providers (3)
Safety training at Kentucky Master Logger (4)

Equipment specific safety training from equipment sales or manufacturer
representative (5)

▢

Other safety training (6)

Q63 If you selected other please explain what other safety training you have had in the
past.
________________________________________________________________

Page Break
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Q19 7. After completing the Kentucky Master Logger Program how would you describe
your attitude towards using Personal Protective Equipment (PPE). For example: hard
hats, hearing protection, chainsaw chaps if using a saw, high visibility clothing, etc.

o Using PPE is not at all important (1)
o Using PPE is not very important (2)
o Using PPE is moderately Important (3)
o Using PPE is important (4)
o Using PPE is very important (5)
Q21 8. After completing the Kentucky Master Logger Program in regards to PPE how do
you feel about wearing the following?

Q22 Hardhats

o Wearing hardhats are not at all important (1)
o Wearing hardhats are not very important (2)
o Wearing hardhats are moderately important (3)
o Wearing hardhats are important (4)
o Wearing hardhats are very important (5)
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Q23 Hearing Protection

o Using hearing protection is not at all important (1)
o Using hearing protection is not very important (2)
o Using hearing protection is moderately important (3)
o Using hearing protection is important (4)
o Using hearing protection is very important (5)
Q24 Eye Protection

o Wearing eye protection is not at all important (1)
o Wearing eye protection is not very important (2)
o Wearing eye protection is moderately important (3)
o Wearing eye protection is important (4)
o Wearing eye protection is very important (5)
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Q25 Chainsaw Chaps

o Wearing chainsaw chaps is not at all important (1)
o Wearing chainsaw chaps is not very important (2)
o Wearing chainsaw chaps is moderately important (3)
o Wearing chainsaw chaps is important (4)
o Wearing chainsaw chaps is very important (5)
Q26 High Visibility Clothing

o Wearing high visibility clothing is not at all important (1)
o Wearing high visibility clothing is not very important (2)
o Wearing high visibility clothing is moderately important (3)
o Wearing high visibility clothing is important (4)
o Wearing high visibility clothing is very important (5)
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Q27 Sunscreen

o Sunscreen is not at all important (1)
o Sunscreen is not very important (2)
o Sunscreen is moderately important (3)
o Sunscreen is important (4)
o Sunscreen is very important (5)
Q28 Insecticide

o Insecticide is not at all important (1)
o Insecticide is not very important (2)
o Insecticide is moderately important (3)
o Insecticide is important (4)
o Insecticide is very important (5)
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Q29 Steel toed boots

o Wearing steel toed boots is not at all important (1)
o Wearing steel toed boots is not very important (2)
o Wearing steel toed boots is moderately important (3)
o Wearing steel toed boots is important (4)
o Wearing steel toed boots is very important (5)
Q30 Face Protection

o Face protection is not at all important (1)
o Face protection is not very important (2)
o Face protection is moderately important (3)
o Face protection is important (4)
o Face protection is very important (5)
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Q31 Gloves

o Wearing gloves is not at all important (1)
o Wearing gloves is not very important (2)
o Wearing gloves is moderately important (3)
o Wearing gloves is important (4)
o Wearing gloves is very important (5)
Q32 9. What do you see as the biggest safety risk in your job/line of work?

________________________________________________________________

Q65 If you are a machine operator, what do you see as the biggest safety risk for workers
on the ground?
________________________________________________________________

Page Break
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Q34 We are interested in learning more about your injury and illness experiences while
performing work as a logger. For our purposes, an injury is defined as having a known
time of onset, rather than symptoms or disorders that gradually worsened over time.

Q35 10.
Is there a safety incentive program at the current workplace that offers
cash, prizes, or other rewards to individual workers for not having an injury?

o No (1)
o Yes (2)
o Unsure (3)
Q36 11.
Can you report injuries to your supervisor without worrying about how it
will affect your job?

o No (1)
o Yes (2)
o Unsure (3)
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Q37 12.
In general, after completing the Kentucky Master Logger Program do you
think it is best not to report a minor work-related injury? (Minor accidents are defined as
slips, short falls, falling debris, sprains, minor cuts/abrasions)

o No (1)
o Yes (2)
o Unsure (3)
Q38 13.
operation?

Have you ever experienced an injury while working on a logging

o No (1)
o Yes (2)
Q39 14.
In the past year how many times were you injured on the job severe
enough that it caused you to modify your work activities for the rest of the day or take
medication?

o 0, I have not injured myself (1)
o 1 (2)
o 2 (3)
o More than 2 times (4)
Page Break
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Q41 Please answer the following questions about your injury experience in the past year.
If you had more than one injury, please answer these questions based on the injury you
personally felt to be the most severe. If you have not experienced a logging injury please
skip to question 22.

Q42 15.
What were you doing when you were injured? (e.g., climbing onto a piece
of equipment, felling a tree, or walking downhill)
________________________________________________________________

Q43 16.
How did the injury happen? (e.g., I slipped and fell, debris fell on me, I
tripped while walking)
________________________________________________________________
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Q44 17.

▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢

What best describes the body part injured? (Check all that apply)
Head (1)
Neck, Including Throat (2)
Trunk (chest, back, abdomen, hip) (3)
Upper Extremities (shoulder, arm, wrist, hand) (4)
Lower Extremities (thigh, leg, ankle, foot) (5)
Body Systems (for example: gastrointestinal system, nervous system) (6)
Other (7)

Q64 If you selected other please explain what body part was injured.
________________________________________________________________

Q45 18.

Was an object (e.g., tool, machine) involved in the injury/illness?

o No (1)
o Yes (2)
Q46 If Yes, what object?
________________________________________________________________
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Q47 19.

Did you miss any days of work as a result of injury?

o No (1)
o Yes (2)
Q48 If Yes, how many days?
________________________________________________________________

Q49 20. Did you receive medical care for this injury beyond first aid?

o No (1)
o Yes (2)
Q50 21.

Was the injury reported as a workers’ compensation claim?

o No (1)
o Yes (2)
o Not Sure (3)
Page Break
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Q51 Demographic Information

Q52 22. Please select the ethnicity you identify with.

o American Indian/Alaskan Native (1)
o Black/African American (2)
o Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander (3)
o Asian (4)
o Hispanic/Latino (5)
o White/Caucasian (6)
o Biracial (7)
Q53 23. Please select the gender you identify with.

o Male (1)
o Female (2)
o Prefer not to say (3)
Page Break
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Q55 This section seeks your general comments and recommendations on safety.

Q56 24. After completing the Kentucky Master Logger Program what recommendations
do you have to improve safety on your job site, or on logging operations in general?
________________________________________________________________

Q57 25.
As we continue to improve our understanding of the safety and health of
workers in the logging industry, is there anything else you think we should know?
________________________________________________________________

Page Break
Q59 Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. Your answers will
provide valuable information that may help to improve logging safety.
End of Block: Default Question Block
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